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SENATE—Monday, September 18, 1995

(Legislative day of Tuesday, September 5, 1995)

The Senate met at 9:456 a.m., on the
expiration of the recess, and was called
to order by the President pro tempore
[Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, we begin the work of
this week with the affirmation of the
psalmist, ‘“‘The Lord is my strength
and my shield; my heart trusted in
Him, and I am helped; therefore my
heart greatly rejoices.”"—Psalm 28:7.
Thank You for the joy we experience
when we receive Your ungqualified grace
and unlimited goodness. Your joy is so
much more than mere happiness that is
dependent on circumstances and the
attitudes of others. When we allow You
to fill us with Your love, an artesian
joy floods our minds and hearts. We re-
member times when we trusted You
and You helped us, and joy bursts with-
in us. With Your joy we can face dif-
ficulties, deal with impossible situa-
tions, and endure the most frustrating
problems. You are the source of our
strength for the tasks of this day, wis-
dom for the decisions of this week, and
encouragement for the challenges
ahead of us. You know what we need
before we ask You, and You guide us to
ask for what is Your will for us. May
the joy we experience with You radiate
on our faces and be expressed in our at-
titudes. This is the day You have made;
we will rejoice and be glad in it. In the
name of our Lord, who brought us joy.
Amen.

e ————————
SCHEDULE

Mr. MURKOWSKI addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able Senator from Alaska is recog-

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Good morning,
Mr. President. On behalf of the leader,
and for the information of all Senators,
this morning there will be a period for
morning business until the hour of 10
a.m.

Immediately following morning busi-
ness, the Senate will begin consider-
ation of H.R. 1976, the Agriculture Ap-
propriations bill. :

The majority leader has indicated
that Senators are expected to offer
their amendments to the bill. However,
no rollcall votes will occur before 5:15
p.m. today.

Members are also alerted that the
Senate will complete action on the
welfare reform bill tomorrow, with

rollcall votes on the welfare reform bill
beginning at approximately 2:45 p.m.
on Tuesday.

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, there will now be a
period for the transaction of morning
business not to extend beyond the hour
of 10 a.m,, with Senators permitted to
speak therein for up to 5 minutes each.

AN INVASION OF PRIVACY

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
would like to speak this morning rel-
ative to an incident that occurred last
Tuesday, and I think, if I recall cor-
rectly, the senior Senator from West
Virginia also had such an incident
which, to me, amounted to a certain
invasion of privacy.

Last Tuesday, Mr. President, I was
leaving my home to walk to my car
and, as I rounded the corner, a neigh-
bor asked me why someone was
videotaping our block. I smiled at her
and said, “Well, I have no idea."” As I
came around the corner, I was con-
fronted by a news crew from an organi-
zation called ““A Current Affair.” As I
attempted to walk toward my car, I
found that there was a request for an
interview. I said, ‘“We have a number of
votes and I am sorry, but I have to go
to work.” As I proceeded to walk to-
ward my car, I was confronted not only
with the microphone and a cameraman,
but somebody carrying the cord and a
couple of other people and, I assume, a
director.

I said, “I am sorry, but if you want
an interview I would be happy to ac-
commodate you at my office.”

Well, as I began to get closer and
closer to the car, I finally became
aware that there was a question that
was forthcoming, and it was, “Why
have you voted against the highway
bill?” I said, ‘*“You have the wrong Sen-
ator. I have no jurisdiction over high-
ways. You must want somebody else.”
I was thinking of TRENT LOTT who lives
next door. But clearly they were not
after TRENT LOTT; they were after me.

The next question was, ‘‘Senator,
why did you vote against the highway
funding legislation and vote for logging
roads?”’ I responded by saying, ‘““You
really do not know anything about log-
ging roads,” and I went to my car and
I closed the door and they said, “Well,
you have some stock in one of the log-
ging companies in Alaska.’’ I responded
by saying, “No, I do not have that
stock,” closed the door and backed out.

Then I found that later on in the day
this organization from “A Current Af-
fair'' had contacted my stockbroker
after we had released a public state-
ment, and I will have that printed in
the RECORD, relative to the disposal of
some of my holdings in natural re-
source stocks.

They had the gall to suggest that
perhaps my broker had predated or
backdated the letter, indicating the ac-
tual date on which I sold my stock.

Now, Mr. President, we are all vic-
tims of living in a glasshouse in our
particular business, but I find this kind
of activity a personal affront to my
own integrity and my own personal af-
fairs.

Nevertheless, I think that we are all
subject to this kind of harassment
from time to time, but I did want the
RECORD to note the circumstances sur-
rounding this particular event.

As a consequence, Mr. President, of
allegations concerning private holdings
that I have had in various resource
companies that I have held for a num-
ber of years—some for as many as 40
years have been held in my family—
and criticism associated with that,
when I first came to this body I de-
clared all my personal holdings.

There was criticism from some that I
should sell those holdings because I did
have small amounts in organizations
such as Chevron Corp., James River,
Louisiana Pacific, RTZ, Champion
International.

Then I moved the shares into a blind
trust, Mr. President, and moved my as-
sets into a blind trust. Then I was
criticized for hiding my assets.

Again, after a short period of time,
having placed my assets in a blind
trust, I released them and have pub-
licly disclosed all of them ever since.

As a consequence, Mr. President, I
have absolutely nothing to hide about
my personal investments. I try to in-
vest in my home State of Alaska, de-
veloping resources and creating jobs. I
think that is probably the best evi-
dence of my commitment to my State
of Alaska.

All my interests are disclosed pub-
licly, and the fact that a producer from
““A Current Affair’” thinks they bear
some kind of additional public disclo-
sure, why, they are certainly welcome
to that conclusion.

The bottom line, evidently, Mr.
President, is that ‘A Current Affair”
intends to do some kind of exposé on
logging in my State. I have had my
press secretary cooperating with them,
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giving them the names of knowledge-
able people in Alaska and Sitka, Ketch-
ikan that they can contact with regard
to the specifics of any question regard-
ing logging in our State on public
lands

Mr. President, for the RECORD I sup-
ply a statement from my broker to be
printed in the RECORD dated July 20,
1995, verifying the following securities
were sold on July 17, 1995, covering
Champion International, Chevron
Corp., James River, Louisiana Pacific,
and RTZ. The value of those stocks at
the time they were sold was $57,272.89.

I also ask unanimous consent that it
be printed in the RECORD that these
stock holdings were sold 4 days prior to
the introduction of legislation covering
the Southeast Alaska Jobs and Com-
munity Protection Act which proposes
to expand the timber harvest in the
Tongass National Forest. These were
done prior to any substantive action
occurring on the opening of the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge o0il explo-
ration development or before my com-
mittee, the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources, subsequently took
up the debate on the mining reform
legislation.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

LEGG MASON WoOD WALKER, INC.,
Alexandria, VA, July 20, 1995.
Re Account number, name of Frank H. Mur-
kowskl and Nancy G. Murkowski.
Senator FRANK H. MURKOWSKI,
Washington DC.

DEAR SENATOR MURKOWSKI: This is to ver-
ify that the following securities were sold on
July 17, 1995 from the above account.

Security Shares  Amount
Champion Intl 100 $5638.30
Chevron Corp 4 15300.79
James River Corp 395 1053213
Louisiana Pacific 750 20,068.87
Corp PLC ADR 100 572580
[ B TR AR HVPTIT  res ATe e  HHVR, 57.271289
Sincerely,

LAWRENCE D. BERBERIAN,
Vice President, Investments Retirement
Plan Consultant.

MURKOWSKI VERIFIES HE SOLD ALL NATURAL
RESOURCE STOCKHOLDINGS BEFORE INTRO-
DUCING TONGABS BILL
WASHINGTON.—In response to a request

from one of the tabloid TV programs, A Cur-

rent Affair, Alaska Sen. Frank Murkowski
today released proof that as he announced
more than a month ago, that he had sold all
of his stock in natural resouce firms before
introducing forestry-related legislation con-
cerning the Tongass National Forest in

Southeast Alaska.

Murkowski, chairman of the Senate En-
ergy and Natural Resources Committee, July
17 sold all of his stock holdings in five com-
panies that deal with natural resource is-
sues: one energy company, three timber-re-
lated companies, (only one having operations
in Alaska) and one mining company. The
sale came four days before Murkowski intro-
duced the Southeast Alaska Jobs and Com-
munity Protection Act and before any sub-
stantive action occurred on either opening of
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the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge to oil ex-
ploration/development or before his commit-
tee substantively took up debate of mining
reform legislation.

“I've never been asked before in a cordial
fashion whether I sold my stock in all these
companies. Since I have now been asked, the
answer is yes I did months ago to prevent ri-
diculous media speculation from interferring
with substantive debate over a number of
vital national resource policy issues,'" said
Murkowski.

“Normally 1 would follow proper Senate
procedures and not unveil my stock trans-
actions, until my annual May financial dis-
closure statement. But given the level of
unresearched and incorrect media reports
this summer, it probably is better to release
this information now,” said Murkowski, who
added that these sales in no way lessen his
commitment to invest in Alaska-related
firms whenever possible.

“My goal still is to invest in companiles
that provide jobs and make investments in
Alaska. That is what I can do as an individ-
ual to help Alaska's economy and the cre-
ation of jobs which always has been my guid-
ing investment principle,” said Murkowskl.

Murkowski has responded repeatedly
through his press office to a producer from
the program A Current Affair giving them
the appropriate contacts in Alaska so they
can gain factual comments on the Tongass.
The Senator announced in Sitka Aug. 12 and
Ketchikan Aug. 13 that he had disposed of
some stock. Today, Murkowski released to
the public the same information he gave to
the program to confirm that the sales took
place before he introduced the Tongass legis-
lation.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. To make a long
story short, Mr. President, I no longer
hold any resource development-type
stocks in my personal portfolio and
feel that I have acted appropriately
with regard to full disclosure on my
personal assets. I believe that there is
no conflict of any kind other than the
effort to proceed with responsible de-
velopment in my State of Alaska rel-
ative to jobs, the economy, and the
economic contribution Alaska can
make as a resource-rich State -to our
overall economy in this Nation.

I am proud of my personal efforts to
abide by the Senate rules and the rules
of disclosure. Again, I somewhat resent
being ambushed on my way to work

last Tuesday.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

THOMAS). The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the
quorum call be rescinded. I will speak
as in morning business for 4 or 5 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

REIMBURSING MEMBERS' COSTS
AT CHARITABLE EVENTS

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President,
sometimes this body resembles, at
least to me, perhaps ‘““The Gang That
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Couldn't Shoot Straight." Let me
share an example from Alaska relating
to Senate passage of new restrictions
on the acceptance of gifts by Senators,
which was recently adopted by this
body.

In crafting this new rule, we were
certainly shooting at the Senate's past
practices, where some Members inap-
propriately did accept gifts from lobby-
ists. Unfortunately, the target that we
actually hit with our shots were the
charities that had committed abso-
lutely no wrongdoings, unless trying to
raise money from time to time for the
needy is now, somehow, inappropriate
in this body.

First, let me make it clear that I
fully support the new rule limiting
gifts to Senators from any one source
to $100 and making all gifts over $10—
whether they be lunch or a fruit bas-
ket—count against the limit. Through
that limit, the Senate has gone a long
way to end the public perception that
lawmakers give special favors to those
who take us to lunch or take us to din-
ner or whatever.

But the new rule contains a glaring

inconsistency and a level of hypocrisy
that leaves a sour taste in my mouth.
The chief problem is that under the
measure we now have adopted, private
parties would not be able to reimburse
Members for the costs of transpor-
tation and lodging to a charitable
event. But Senators still would be per-
mitted to be privately reimbursed if
they travel to a fundraising event, in
Hollywood or San Francisco or Florida,
for another Senator, and they could re-
ceive reimbursement for lodging—a
clear inconsistency. We cannot do it
for charity; but we can do it for poli-
tics. .
Some suggest that politics is our
business and that is why we should be
allowed to continue to do it. But char-
ity is also a worthy cause. Every Sen-
ator has, at one time or another, made
a campaign appearance for his party or
another member of his party. But the
Senate now has created a system where
politicians can travel all over this
country attending political fundraisers
and be reimbursed for travel and lodg-
ing but cannot be reimbursed for par-
ticipating in charity events. This
means the Senator can accept travel,
lodging and dinner in some plush spot,
elbow to elbow, on occasion, perhaps,
with lobbyists, if he or she is raising
money for a political group but cannot
be reimbursed for participation in a
charity event.

The source of funds for both charity
and political events is often the same,
donations of lobbyists and political ac-
tion committees. The irony is that in-
side the beltway, charities still will be
able to encourage the participation of
business executives with the presence
of Senators as a lure, but the charities
in the distant States such as mine, in
Alaska, will be shut out of the means
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to raise funds for worthy causes such
as breast cancer detection screening.

Last year my wife, Nancy, and I were
the honorary chairs of a charity fishing
tournament held outside Ketchikan,
AK. The tournament raised $150,000 for
the Breast Cancer Detection Center of
Fairbanks. Money for the center was
used to pay for a nmew mammography
machine. The center, founded in 1976 by
my wife and a group of Fairbanks
women, provides free or reduced-cost
breast cancer examination for about
2,200 women a year on average. Over
the years, women from 81 Alaska vil-
lages have benefited from these tests.

This year, we proceeded with a sec-
ond event at a place called Waterfall,
near Ketchikan. We raised approxi-
mately $210,000 and were able to give
the Breast Cancer Detection Center of
Alaska $200,000 to allow them to order
a mobile mammogram unit, which will
be traversing the highways of Alaska
next spring. It will be able to be uti-
lized on the ferry systems and by barge
systems and will be brought into the
remote villages. This is a van, equipped
with a mammography machine. It will
also be able to be transported by the
Air National Guard into some of the
220 rural villages in my State.

This unit is going to be vital to pre-
serve the health of Alaska's women, in-
cluding many Native women. I might
add, the State's breast cancer mortal-
ity is the second highest in the Nation.
One in eight Alaska women will de-
velop breast cancer, with about 50 a
year dying from that disease. Breast
cancer screening can reduce this rate
by some 30 percent.

My clear preference would have been
to allow Senators to continue to come
to this charity event, events approved
previously by the Senate Ethics Com-
mittee to guarantee that they were le-
gitimate charities. It seems to me,
when Congress attacks charity events
while leaving big loopholes for political
travel, it simply puts us all in the
bull’s eye, furthering the public’s grow-
ing skepticism toward public officials.

The gift rule and related lobbying re-
form legislation that the Senate has
approved overall are certainly good
steps to restore public confidence in
the Senate and Congress. But why
shoot down legitimate charities? Mr.
President, that is just what we have
done.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

I thank my colleague for allowing me
this extra time.

TRIBUTE TO FAYE BROWN

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I want
to take a moment to commend and
congratulate Faye Brown, who will be
retiring from the bankruptcy adminis-
trator's office in Birmingham at the
end of this month. She has been a fix-
ture at the bankruptcy court and ad-
ministrator's office for many years.
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Faye graduated from Dale County
High School in Ozark, AL; in 1950 and
attended Howard College, now Samford
University, graduating in 1954. From
1966 to 1971, she served as the personal
secretary to Judge Robert S. Vance. In
1972, she was appointed deputy clerk
for the bankruptey court.

From 1979 to 1985, Faye was the sec-
retary to Judge Stephen B. Coleman,
Chief Judge of the United States Bank-
ruptecy Court for the Northern District
of Alabama. In 1985, after Judge Cole-
man'’s retirement, she became the asset
closing clerk for the bankruptcy
clerk’s office, serving there for the
next 7 years. In 1992, she obtained her
current position and the one from
which she is retiring this month, that
of bankruptcy analyst.

Faye Brown has done an outstanding
job over the many years of her career.
In many ways, she is the institutional
memory of her office, and knows the
in's and out's of the bankruptcy court
as well as anyone, and her expertise
and dedication will be sorely missed. I
congratulate her for a job well done
and wish her all the best for a long,
healthy, and happy retirement. It is
surely well-earned.

POW-MIA RECOGNITION DAY

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, on Fri-
day, I joined with the Members of this
body, and with all the citizens of our
Nation, in commemorating the Amer-
ican service members who are missing
in action and whose fates yet remain
unknown.

Our Nation honored those who are
missing, both for their service and for
their sacrifice.

We acknowledged the shared loss in-
flicted upon all of us when young men
and women are sent to war and do not
return to us. We expressed our under-
standing of the terrible frustration,
and, yes, even the anger, energized in
us by the fact that the fates of those
American service members remain un-
known.

We restated our sacred obligation to
take every reasonable step to obtain
the fullest possible accounting for
those still missing.

We endorsed anew our national com-
mitment to recover and identify the re-
mains of the honored dead.

Yes, it is so important to honor our
missing service members. And it is nec-
essary to ever remember our obliga-
tions, both to them and to their fami-
lies.

Yet it is also important to acknowl-
edge that there are practical and real-
istic limits to what can ever be
learned. There are mysteries that will
remain forever unsolved in this world.

We do our Nation's service members
no justice if we fail to take every sin-
gle reasonable step to recover them
when they are lost from our midst. But
we do them no honor—yes, we even dis-
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honor them—if we are to allow their
loss to become an albatross forever
about the necks of our caring country-
men.

Mr. President, Friday our Nation
paused to commemorate our missing in
action, including members of my own
family in World War II. Today, and
every day, we must remember their
service and their sacrifice. And today,
and every day, our Nation can continue
to honor them by ensuring that Amer-
ica remains wholly committed, at
home and abroad, to the freedoms they
fought to preserve forever.

THE BAD DEBT BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the im-
pression will not go away: The $4.9 tril-
lion Federal debt stands today as a sort
of grotesque parallel to television’s en-
ergizer bunny that appears and appears
and appears in precisely the same way
that the Federal debt keeps going up
and up and up.

Politicians like to talk a good
game—and ‘‘talk’ is the operative
word—about reducing the Federal defi-
cit and bringing the Federal debt under
control. But watch how they vote. Con-
trol, Mr. President. As of Friday, Sep-
tember 15, at the close of business, the
total Federal debt stood at exactly
$4,962,989,5668,088.23 or $18,839.59 per
man, woman, child on a per capita
basis. Res ipsa loquitur.

Some control, isn't it?

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, is the lead-
er time reserved?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes.

TRIBUTE TO RUTH ANN KOMAREK

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I rise
today to recognize a valued member of
my staff whose length of service to me
and the people of Kansas is nothing
short of remarkable. Ruth Ann
Komarek has just completed her 30th
year of working for me. That is three,
zero, Mr. President.

A native of Ellinwood, KS, Ruth Ann
came to my office from the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation in 1965, while I
was still serving in the House of Rep-
resentatives. She made the transition
with me to the Senate in 1968, and she
has been hard at work ever since.

Ruth Ann serves as my office man-
ager and supervisor of my mail oper-
ation, a mammoth task to say the
least. Virtually every letter, fax, post-
card, and package that comes into my
office passes through her hands. That
represents thousands upon thousands
of pieces of correspondence every week.
She gets each one where it needs to go
and tries to make sure that every Kan-
san who writes to me gets a timely re-
sponse.

Ruth Ann also spends a lot of time
keeping the rest of the staff—espe-
cially the interns—in line. New staffers
learn that her gruff exterior hides a
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heart of gold and a great sense of
humor, but after she has laid down the
law and made them earn their way.

I am proud to recognize Ruth Ann
Komarek for all her hard work for me,
the Senate, and for Kansas. I look for-
ward to her continued service in the
coming years.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I would
like to take a moment to commend my
colleague from New Hampshire, Sen-
ator JUDD GREGG, for the Medicare Im-
provement and Choice Care Provision
Act which he introduced last week.

The Medicare Program has received a
great deal of attention in the last year,
particularly since early April when the
Medicare trustees report stated that
the Medicare Program will become in-
solvent in just 7 years.

Mr. President, Senator GREGG and all
Republicans took this report very seri-
ously. But, as anyone who has worked
on this issue knows, to ensure the sol-
vency of this program ‘is going to re-
quire a great deal of commitment on
the part of Congress and the adminis-
tration.

Our goal is very simple—to preserve,
strengthen, and protect the Medicare
Program. Today 37 million disabled and
elderly Americans rely on Medicare for
their health care. For their sake and
for the millions of Americans who will
rely on this program in the future, we
need to take action.

And that is exactly what Senator
GREGG has done. The bill that he has
introduced not only preserves and pro-
tects the current Medicare Program, it
also strengthens the program to move
it successfully into the 21st century.

Mr. President, as I have said many
times in this Chamber, the United
States has the best health care system
in the world. There is no other nation
that compares to the quality of care
delivered by our providers, our tech-
nology, and our innovation. Although
Medicare has provided invaluable
health care services to millions and
millions of Americans, in some areas it
has not kept pace with many of the ad-
vances in health care delivery enjoyed
by the private sector.

The bill introduced by Senator
GREGG restructures Medicare so that
its beneficiaries receive the same range
of choices and possibilities that those
with private insurance receive today.
At the same time, it leaves traditional
Medicare completely in place for those
Medicare beneficiaries who are happy
with the care and services they receive
today.

Mr. President, Senator GREGG de-
serves a great deal of credit for the
leadership he has demonstrated on this
very complex issue. As Congress is
about to begin a very serious debate on
Medicare reform in the coming weeks,
the work of Senator GREGG will no
doubt be an invaluable benefit.
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CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business, extended, is now closed.

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-

ISTRATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1996

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the provisions of the order, the hour of
10 o’clock having arrived and passed,
the Senate will now proceed to consid-
eration of H.R. 1976, which the clerk
will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A Dbill (H.R. 1976) making appropriations
for agriculture, rural development, Food and
Drug Administration, and related agencies
programs for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1996, and for other purposes.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill, which had been reported from the
Committee on Appropriations, with
amendments; as follows:

(The parts of the bill intended to be
stricken are shown in boldface brack-
ets and the parts of the bill intended to
be inserted are shown in italic.)

H.R. 1976

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That the following sums
are appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for Ag-
riculture, Rural Development, Food and
Drug Administration, and Related Agencies
programs for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1996, and for other purposes, namely:

TITLE 1
AGRICULTURAL PROGRAMS
PRODUCTION, PROCESSING, AND MARKETING
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS8)

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Secretary of Agriculture, and not to exceed
$75,000 for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109,
[$10,227,0001 $12,801,000, of which [$7,500,000]
$10,000,000, to remain available until expended,
shall be available for InfoShare: Provided,
That not to exceed $11,000 of this amount,
along with any unobligated balances of rep-
resentation funds in the Forelgn Agricul-
tural Service shall be available for official
reception and representation expenses, not
otherwise provided for, as determined by the
Secretary.

EXECUTIVE OPERATIONS
CHIEF ECONOMIST

For necessary expenses of the Chief Econo-
mist, including economic analysis, risk as-
sessment, cost benefit analysis, and the func-
tions of the World Agricultural Outlook
Board, as authorized by the Agricultural
Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U,8.C. 1622g), and in-
cluding employment pursuant to the second
sentence of the section 706(a) of the Organic
Act of 1944 (T U.8.C. 2225), of which not to ex-
ceed $5,000 is for employment under 5 U.S.C.
3109, [$3,948,000] $3,814,000.

NATIONAL APPEALS DIVISION

For necessary expenses of the National Ap-
peals Division, including employment pursu-
ant to the second sentence of section T06(a)
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of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.8.C. 2225), of
which not to exceed $25,000 is for employ-
ment under 5 U.S.C. 3109, $11,846,000.

QFFICE OF BUDGET AND PROGRAM ANALYSIS

For necessary expenses of the Office of
Budget and Program Analysis, including em-
ployment pursuant to the second sentence of
section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7
U.8.C. 2225), of which not to exceed 35,000 is
for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109,
$5,899,000.

CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Chief Financial Officer, including employ-
ment pursuant to the second sentence of sec-
tion T06(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.8.C.
2225), of which not to exceed $10,000 is for em-
ployment under 5 U.S.C. 3109, $4,133,000: Pro-
vided, That the Chief Financial Officer sghall
reinstate and market cross-servicing activi-
ties of the National Finance Center[: Pro-
vided further, That none of the funds appro-
priated or otherwise made available by this
Act shall be used to obtain, modify, re-engi-
neer, license, operate, implement, or expand
commercial off-the-shelf financial manage-
ment software systems or existing commer-
cial off-the-shelf system financial manage-
ment contracts, beyond general ledger sys-
tems and accounting support software, at
the National Finance Center until thirty leg-
islative days after the Secretary of Agri-
culture submits to the House and Senate
Committees on Appropriations a complete
and thorough cost-benefit analysis and a cer-
tification by the Secretary of Agriculture
that this analysis provides a detailed and ac-
curate cost-benefit analysis comparison be-
tween obtaining or expanding commercial
off-the-shelf software systems and conduct-
ing identical or comparable software sys-
tems acquisitions, re-engineering, or modi-
fications in-house].

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
ADMINISTRATION

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Assistant SBecretary for Admin-
istration to carry out the programs funded
in this Act, $596,000.

AGRICULTURE BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES AND
RENTAL PAYMENTS

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For payment of space rental and related
costs pursuant to Public Law 92-313, includ-
ing authorities pursuant to the 1984 delega-
tion of authority from the Administrator of
General Services to the Department of Agri-
culture under 40 U.S.C. 486, for programs and
activities of the Department which are in-
cluded in this Act, $110,187,000, of which
$20,216,000 shall be retained by the Depart-
ment for the operation, maintenance, and re-
pair of Agriculture buildings: Provided, That
in the event an agency within the Depart-
ment should require modification of space
needs, the Secretary of Agriculture may
transfer a share of that agency’s appropria-
tion made available by this Act to this ap-
propriation, or may transfer a share of this
appropriation to that agency's appropria-
tion, but such transfers shall not exceed 5
percent of the funds made available for space
rental and related costs to or from this ac-
count. In addition, for construction, repair,
improvement, extension, alteration, and pur-
chase of fixed equipment or facilities as nec-
essary to carry out the programs of the De-
partment, where not otherwise provided,
$25,587,000, to remain available until ex-
pended; making a total appropriation of
$135,774,000.
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ADVISORY COMMITTEES (USDA)

For necessary expenses for activities of ad-
visory committees of the Department of Ag-
riculture which are included in this Act,
[$800,000] $650,000: Provided, That no other
funds appropriated to the Department in this
Act shall be available to the Department for
support of activities of advisory committees.

HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Department
of Agriculture, to comply with the require-
ment of section 107(g) of the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act, as amended, 42 U.8.C. 9607(g),
and section 6001 of the Resource Conserva-
tion and Recovery Act, as amended, 42 U.8.C.
6961, $15,700,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That appropriations and
funds available herein to the Department for
Hazardous Waste Management may be trans-
ferred to any agency of the Department for
its use in meeting all requirements pursuant
to the above Acts on Federal and non-Fed-
eral lands.

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For Personnel, Operations, Information
Resources Management, Civil Rights En-
forcement, Small and Disadvantaged Busi-
ness Utilization, Administrative Law Judges
and Judicial Officer, Disaster Management
and Coordination, and Modernization of the
Administrative Process, $27,986,000, to pro-
vide for necessary expenses for management
support services to offices of the Department
and for general administration and disaster
management of the Department, repairs and
alterations, and other miscellaneous supplies
and expenses not otherwise provided for and
necessary for the practical and efficient
work of the Department, including employ-
ment pursuant to the second sentence of sec-
tion 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.8.C.
2225), of which not to exceed $10,000 is for em-
ployment under 5 U.8.C. 3109: Provided, That
this appropriation shall be reimbursed from
applicable appropriations in this Act for
travel expenses incident to the holding of
hearings as required by 5 U.S.C. 551-558.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR

CONGRESSIONAL RELATIONS

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Con-
gressional Relations to carry out the pro-
grams funded in this Act, including pro-
grams involving intergovernmental affairs
and liaison within the executive branch,
[5$3,797,000: Provided, That no other funds ap-
propriated to the Department in this Act
shall be available to the Department for sup-
port of activities of congressional relations]
31,764,000,

OFFICE OF COMMUNICATIONS

For necessary expenses to carry on serv-
ices relating to the coordination of programs
involving public affairs, for the dissemina-
tion of agricultural information, and the co-
ordination of information, work, and pro-
grams authorized by Congress in the Depart-
ment, $8,198,000, including employment pur-
suant to the second sentence of section 706(a)
of the Organic Act of 1844 (7 U.S.C. 2225), of
which not to exceed $10,000 shall be available
for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109, and not
to exceed $2,000,000 may be used for farmers’
bulletins.

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Inspector General, including employment
pursuant to the second sentence of section
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706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.8.C.
2225), and the Inspector General Act of 1978,
as amended, $63,639,000, including such sums
as may be necessary for contracting and
other arrangements with public agencies and
private persons pursuant to section 6(a)(9) of
the Inspector General Act of 1978, as amend-
ed, including a sum not to exceed $50,000 for
employment under 5 U.8.C. 3109; and includ-
ing a sum not to exceed [$95,000] $125,000 for
certain confidential operational expenses in-
cluding the payment of informants, to be ex-
pended under the direction of the Inspector
General pursuant to Public Law 95-452 and
section 1337 of Public Law 97-98: Provided,
That funds transferred to the Office of the In+
spector General through forfeiture proceedings
or from the Department of Justice Asseis Forfeit-
ure Fund or the Department of the Treasury
Forfeiture Fund, as a participating agency, as
an equitable share from the forfeiture of prop-
erty in investigations in which the Office of In-
spector General participates, or through the
granting of a Petition for Remission or Mitiga-
tion, shall be deposited to the credit of this ac-
count for law enforcement activities authorized
under the Inspector General Act of 1978, as
amended, to remain available until expended.
OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
General Counsel, $27,860,000.

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR
RESEARCH, EDUCATION AND ECONOMICS

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Under Secretary for Research,
Education and Economics to administer the
laws enacted by the Congress for the Eco-
nomic Research Service, the National Agri-
cultural Statistics Service, the Agricultural
Research Service and the Cooperative State
Research, Education, and Extension Service,
$520,000.

EcoNOMIC RESEARCH SERVICE

For necessary expenses of the Economic
Research Service in conducting economic re-
search and analysis, as authorized by the Ag-
ricultural Marketing Act of 1M6 (7 U.8.C.
1621-1627) and other laws, [$53,131,000]
$£53,526,000: Provided, That this appropriation
shall be available for employment pursuant
te the second sentence of section 706(a) of
the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225).
NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS SERVICE

For necessary expenses of the National Ag-
ricultural Statistics Service in conducting
statistical reporting and service work, in-
cluding crop and livestock estimates, statis-
tical coordination and improvements, and
marketing surveys, as authorized by the Ag-
ricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C.
1621-1627) and other laws, $81,107,000: Pro-
vided, That this appropriation shall be avail-
able for employment pursuant to the second
sentence of section T06(a) of the Organic Act
of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed
$40,000 shall be avaflable for employment
under 5 U.8.C. 3109.

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses to enable the Agri-
cultural Research Service to perform agri-
cultural research and demonstration relating
to production, utilization, marketing, and
distribution (not otherwise provided for),
home economics or nutrition and consumer
use including the acquisition, preservation,
and dissemination of agricultural informa-
tion; and for acquisition of lands by dona-
tion, exchange, or purchase at a nominal
cost not to exceed $100, [$705,610,000]
$707,000,000: Provided, That appropriations
hereunder shall be available for temporary

September 18, 1995

employment pursuant to the second sentence
of section T06(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7
U.8.C. 2225), and not to exceed $115,000 shall
be available for employment under 5 U.8.C.
8109: Provided further, That appropriations
hereunder shall be available for the oper-
ation and maintenance of aircraft and the
purchase of not to exceed one for replace-
ment only: Provided further, That appropria-
tions hereunder shall be available pursuant
to 7 U.8.C. 2250 for the construction, alter-
ation, and repair of buildings and improve-
ments, but unless otherwise provided the
cost of constructing any one building shall
not exceed $250,000, except for headhouses or
greenhouses which shall each be limited to
$1,000,000, and except for ten buildings to be
constructed or improved at a cost not to ex-
ceed $500,000 each, and the cost of altering
any one building during the fiscal year shall
not exceed 10 percent of the current replace-
ment value of the building or $250,000, which-
ever is greater: Provided further, That the
limitations on alterations contained in this
Act shall not apply to modernization or re-
placement of existing facilities at Beltsville,
Maryland: Provided further, That the fore-
going limitations shall not apply to replace-
ment of buildings needed to carry out the
Act of April 24, 1948 (21 U.S.C. 113a): Provided
further, That the foregoing limitations shall
not apply to the purchase of land at Beckley,
West Virginia: Provided further, That not to
exceed $190,000 of this appropriation may be
transferred to and merged with the appro-
priation for the Office of the Under Sec-
retary for Research, Education and Econom-
ics for the sclentific review of international
issues involving agricultural chemicals and
food additives: Provided further, That funds
may be received from any State, other polit-
ical subdivision, organization, or individual
for the purpose of establishing or operating
any research facility or research project of
the Agricultural Research Service, as au-
thorized by law: Provided further, That all
rights and title of the United States in the
property known as USDA Houma Sugar Cane
Research Laboratory, consisting of approxi-
mately 20 acres in the City of Houma and 150
acres of farmland in Chacahula, Loulsiana,
including facilities and equipment, shall be
conveyed to the American Sugar Cane
League Foundation: Provided further, That all
rights and title of the United States in the
Agricultural Research Station at Brawley,
California, consisting of 80 acres of land, in-
cluding facilities and equipment, shall be
conveyed to Imperial County, California:
Provided further, That all rights and title of
the United States in the Pecan Genetics and
Improvement Research Laboratory, consist-
ing of 84.2 acres of land, including facilities
and equipment, shall be conveyed to Texas
A&M University: Provided further, That the
property originally conveyed by the State of
Tennessee to the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture, Agricultural Research Service, in
Lewisburg, Tennessee be conveyed to the
University of Tennessee.

None of the funds in the foregoing para-
graph shall be available to carry out re-
search related to the production, processing
or marketing of tobacco or tobacco products.

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

For acquisition of land, construction, re-
pair, improvement, extension, alteration,
and purchase of fixed equipment or facilities
as necessary to carry out the agricultural re-
search programs of the Department of Agri-
culture, where not otherwise provided,
$30,200,000, to remain available until ex-
pended (7 U.S.C. 2209b): Provided, That funds
may be received from any State, other polit-
ical subdivision, organization, or individual
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for the purpose of establishing any research
facility of the Agricultural Research Serv-
ice, as authorized by law.

COOPERATIVE STATE RESEARCH, EDUCATION,
AND EXTENSION SERVICE

RESEARCH AND EDUCATION ACTIVITIES

For payments to agricultural experiment
stations, for cooperative forestry and other
research, for facilities, and for other ex-
penses, including [$166,165,000] $171,304,000 to
carry into effect the provisions of the Hatch
Act (7 U.S.C. 86la-3611); [$20,185,000]
$20,609,000 for grants for cooperative forestry
research (16 U.S.C. 582a-582-a7); [$27,313,000]
828,157,000 for payments to the 1890 land-
grant colleges, including Tuskegee Univer-
sity (7 U.S.C. 3222); [$31,930,000] $40,670,000 for
special grants for agricultural research (7
U.8.C. 450i(c)); [$11,589,000] $9,769,000 for spe-
cial grants for agricultural research on im-
proved pest control (7 U.B.C. 450i(c));
[398,165,000]1 $99,582,000 for competitive re-
search grants (7 U.8.C. 450i(b)); [$5,051,000]
85,551,000 for the support of animal health
and disease programs (7 U.8.C. [195) 3195);
[$1,150,000] £500,000 for supplemental and al-
ternative crops and products (7 U.S.C. 3318d);
$500,000 for grants for research pursuant to the
Critical Agricultural Materials Act of 1984 (7
U.S8.C. 178) and section 1472 of the Food and Ag-
riculture Act of 1977, as amended (7 U.S.C.
3318), to remain available until expended;
$475,000 for rangeland research grants (7
U.8.C. 3331-3336); $3,500,000 for higher edu-
cation graduate fellowships grants (7 U.8.C.
3162(b)(6)), to remain available until ex-
pended (7 U.S8.C. 2209b); $4,350,000 for higher
education challenge grants (7 TU.B.C.
31562(b)(1)); $1,000,000 for a higher education
minority scholars program (7 U.8.C.
3162(b)X(5)), to remain available until ex-
pended (7 U.S.C. 2209b); $4,000,000 for aqua-
culture grants (7 U.S.C. 3322); [$8,000,000)
$8,112,000 for sustainable agriculture research
and education (7 U.S.C. 5811); $9,207,000 for a
program of capacity building grants to colleges
eligible to receive funds under the Act of August
30, 1890 (7 U.S.C. 321-326 and 328), including
Tuskegee University, to remain available until
expended (7 U.S.C. 2209b); and [$6,289,000]
$10,686,000 for necessary expenses of Research
and Education Activities, of which not to ex-
ceed $100,000 shall be for employment under 5
U.8.C. 3109; in all, [$389,172,000] $418,172,000.

None of the funds in the foregoing para-
graph shall be available to carry out re-
search related to the production, processing
or marketing of tobacco or tobacco products.

NATIVE AMERICAN INSTTTUTIONS ENDOWMENT

FUND

For establishment of a Native American
institutions endowment fund, as authorized
by Public Law 130-382 (7 U.S8.C. 301 note.),
$4,600,000.

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

For acquisition of land, construction, repair,
improvement, ertension, alteration, and pur-
chase of fired equipment or facilities and for
grants to States and other eligible recipients for
such purposes, as necessary to carry out the ag-
ricultural research, extension, and teaching pro-
grams of the Department of Agriculture, where
not otherwise provided, $57,838,000, to remain
available until expended (7 U.S.C. 2209b).

EXTENSION ACTIVITIES

Payments to States, the District of Colum-
bia, Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands,
Micronesia, Northern Marianas, and Amer-
ican Samoa: For payments for cooperative
extension work under the Smith-Lever Act,
as amended, to be distributed under sections
3(b) and 3(c) of sald Act, and under section
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208(c) of Public Law 93-471, for retirement
and employees’' compensation costs for ex-
tension agents and for costs of penalty mail
for cooperative extension agents and State
extension directors, [$264,405,000] $272,582,000;
payments for the nutrition and family edu-
cation program for low-income areas under
section 3(d) of the Act, [$59,588,000]
$61,431,000; payments for the pest manage-
ment program under section 3(d) of the Act,
$10,947,000; payments for the farm safety pro-
gram under section 3(d) of the Act,
[$2,898,000] $2,988,000; payments for the pes-
ticide impact assessment program under sec-
tion 3(d) of the Act, $3,363,000; payments to
upgrade 1890 land-grant college research, ex-
tension, and teaching facilities as authorized
by section 1447 of Public Law 85-113, as
amended (7 VU.S.C. 3222b), [$7,664,000]
87,901,000, to remain available until ex-
pended; payments for the rural development
centers under section 3(d) of the Act,
[5921,000] $950,000; payments for a ground-
water quality under section 3(d) of
the Act, [$10,897,000) $11,234,000; payments
for the agricultural telecommunications pro-
gram, as authorized by Public Law 101-624 (7
U.S.C. 5926), [51,184,000] $1,221,000; payments
for youth-at-risk programs under section 3(d)
of the Act, [$9,700,000] $10,000,000; payments
Jor a Nutrition Education Initiative under 3(d)
of the Act, $4,265,000; payments for a food
safety program under section 3(d) of the Act,
[$2,400,000] $2,475,000; payments for carrying
out the provisions of the Renewable Re-
sources Extension Act of 1978, [$3,241,000]
$3,341,000; payments for Indian reservation
agents under section 3(d) of the Act,
[$1,697,000] $1,750,000; payments for sustain-
able agriculture programs under section 3(d)
of the Act, $3,463,000; payments for rural
health and safety education as authorized by
section 2390 of Public Law 101-624 (7 U.S8.C. 2661
note, 2662), $2,750,000; payments for coopera-
tive extension work by the colleges receiving
the benefits of the second Morrill Act (7
U.S.C. 321-326, 328) and Tuskegee University,
[$24,708,000] $25,472,000; and for Federal ad-
ministration and coordination including ad-
ministration of the Smith-Lever Act, as
amended, and the Act of September 29, 1977
(7T U.8.C. 341-349), as amended, and section
1361(c) of the Act of October 3, 1980 (7 U.8.C,
[301n] 301 note), and to coordinate and pro-
vide program leadership for the extension
work of the Department and the several
States and insular possessions, [$6,181,000]
$10,998,000; in all, [$413,257,000] $437,131,000:
Provided, That funds hereby appropriated
pursuant to section 3(c) of the Act of June 26,
1953, and section 506 of the Act of June 23,
1972, as amended, shall not be paid to any
State, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico,
Guam, or the Virgin Islands, Micronesia,
Northern Marianas, and American Samoa
prior to availability of an equal sum from
non-Federal sources for expenditure during
the current fiscal year.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR

MARKETING AND REGULATORY PROGRAMS

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Market-
ing and Regulatory Programs to administer
programs under the laws enacted by the Con-
gress for the Animal and Plant Health In-
spection Service, Agricultural Marketing
Service, and the Grain Inspection, Packers
and Stockyards Administration, $605,000.

ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSPECTION

SERVICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,

including those pursuant to the Act of Feb-
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ruary 28, 1947, as amended (21 U.S.C. 114b-¢),
necessary to prevent, control, and eradicate
pests and plant and animal diseases; to carry
out inspection, quarantine, and regulatory
activities; to discharge the authorities of the
Secretary of Agriculture under the Act of
March 2, 1931 (46 Stat. 1468; 7 U.S.C. 426-426b);
and to protect the environment, as author-
ized by law, [$333,410,000] $329,125,000, of
which $4,799,000 shall be avallable for the
control of outbreaks of insects, plant dis-
eases, animal diseases and for control of pest
animals and birds to the extent necessary to
meet emergency conditions: Provided, That
in fiscal year 1996, amounts in the agricul-
tural quarantine inspection user fee account
shall be available for authorized purposes
without further appropriation: Provided fur-
ther, That no funds shall be used to formu-
late or administer a brucellosis eradication
program for the current fiscal year that does
not require minimum matching by the
States of at least 40 percent: Provided further,
That this appropriation shall be available for
field employment pursuant to the second
sentence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act
of 1944 (7 U.8.C. 2225), and not to exceed
$40,000 shall be available for employment
under 5 U.8.C. 3109; Provided further, That
this appropriation shall be available for the
operation and maintenance of aircraft and
the purchase of not to exceed four, of which
two shall be for replacement only: Provided
Surther, That, in addition, in emergencies
which threaten any segment of the agricul-
tural production industry of this country,
the SBecretary may transfer from other ap-
propriations or funds available to the agen-
cles or corporations of the Department such
sums as he may deem necessary, to be avall-
able only in such emergencies for the arrest
and eradication of contagious or infectious
diseases or pests of animals, poultry, or
plants, and for expenses in accordance with
the Act of February 28, 1947, as amended, and
section 102 of the Act of September 21, 1944,
as amended, and any unexpended balances of
funds transferred for such emergency pur-
poses in the next preceding fiscal year shall
be merged with such transferred amounts:
Provided further, That appropriations here-
under shall be available pursuant to law (7
U.8.C. 2250) for the repair and alteration of
leased buildings and improvements, but un-
less otherwise provided the cost of altering
any one building during the fiscal year shall
not exceed 10 percent of the current replace-
ment value of the building.

In fiscal year 1996 the agency is authorized
to collect fees to cover the total costs of pro-
viding technical assistance, goods, or serv-
ices requested by States, other political sub-
divisions, domestic and international organi-
zations, foreign governments, or individuals,
provided that such fees are structured such
that any entity's liability for such fees is
reasonably based on the technical assistance,
goods, or services provided to the entity by
the agency, and such fees shall be credited to
this account, to remain available until ex-
pended, without further appropriation, for
providing such assistance, goods, or services.

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

For plans, construction, repair, preventive
maintenance, environmental support, im-
provement, extension, alteration, moderniza-
tion, and purchase of fixed equipment or fa-
cilities, as authorized by 7 U.S.C. 2250, and
acquisition of land as authorized by 7 U.8.C.
428a, [$12,541,000] $4,973,000, to remain avail-
able until expended.
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AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SBERVICE
MARKETING SERVICES

For necessary expenses to CArTy on serv-
ices related to consumer protection, agricul-
tural marketing and distribution, transpor-
tation, and regulatory programs, as author-
ized by law, and for administration and co-
ordination of payments to States; including
field employment pursuant to section 706(a)
of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.8.C. 2225), and
not to exceed $90,000 for employment under 5
U.8.C. 3109, [$46,662,000] $46,517,000, including
funds for the wholesale market development
program for the design and development of
wholesale and farmer market facilities for
the major metropolitan areas of the country:
Provided, That this appropriation shall be
available pursuant to law (T U.8.C. 2250) for
the alteration and repair of buildings and
improvements, but the cost of altering any
one building during the fiscal year shall not
exceed 10 percent of the current replacement
value of the building.

Fees may be collected for the cost of stand-
ardization activities, as established by regu-
lation pursuant to law (31 U,.S.C. 9701).

LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

Not to exceed $58,461,000 (from fees col-
lected) shall be obligated during the current
fiscal year for administrative expenses: Pro-
vided, That if crop size is understated and/or
other uncontrollable events occur, the agen-
cy may exceed this limitation by up to 10
percent with notification to the Appropria-
tions Committees.

FUNDS FOR STRENGTHENING MARKETS, INCOME,
AND SUPPLY (SECTION 32)

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

Funds available under section 32 of the Act
of August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612c) shall be used
only for commodity program expenses as au-
thorized therein, and other related operating
expenses, except for: (1) transfers to the De-
partment of Commerce as authorized by the
Fish and Wildlife Act of August 8, 1956; (2)
transfers otherwise provided in this Act; and
(3) not more than $10,451,000 for formulation
and administration of marketing agreements
and orders pursuant to the Agricultural Mar-
keting Agreement Act of 1937, as amended,
and the Agricultural Act of 1961.

In fiscal year 1996, no more than $23,900,000
in section 32 funds shall be used to promote
sunflower and cottonseed oil exports as au-
thorized by section 1541 of Public Law 101-624
(7 U.8.C. 1464 note), and such funds shall be
used to facilitate additional sales of such
oils in world markets.

PAYMENTS TO S8TATES AND POSSESSIONS

For payments to departments of agri-
culture, bureaus and departments of mar-
kets, and similar agencies for marketing ac-
tivities under section 204(b) of the Agricul-
tural Marketing Act of [1956) 1946 (7 U.S.C.
1623(b)), [$1,000,000] $1,200,000.

GRAIN INSPECTION, PACKERS AND STOCKYARDS
ADMINISTRATION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of the United States Grain Stand-
ards Act, as amended, for the administration
of the Packers and Stockyards Act, for cer-
tifying procedures used to protect purchasers
of farm products, and the standardization ac-
tivities related to grain under the Agricul-
tural Marketing Act of 1946, as amended, in-
cluding field employment pursuant to sec-
tion 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7T U.8.C.
2225), and not to exceed $25,000 for employ-
ment under 6§ U.S.C. 3109, [$23,058,000]
$23,269,000: Provided, That this appropriation
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shall be available pursuant to law (7 U.S.C.
2250) for the alteration and repair ef build-
ings and improvements, but the cost of alter-
ing any one building during the fiscal year
shall not exceed 10 percent of the current re-
placement value of the building.

INSPECTION AND WEIGHING SERVICES

LIMITATION ON INSPECTION AND WEIGHING
BERVICES EXPENSES

Not to exceed $42,784,000 (from fees col-
lected) shall be obligated during the current
fiscal year for inspection and weighing serv-
ices: Provided, That if grain export activities
require additional supervision and oversight,
or other uncontrollable factors occur, this
limitation may be exceeded by up to 10 per-
cent with notification to the Appropriations
Committees.

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR F0OD
SAFETY

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Under Secretary for Food Safe-
ty to administer the laws enacted by the
Congress for the Food Safety and Inspection
Service, [$450,000] $440,000.

F00D SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

For necessary expenses to carry on serv-
ices authorized by the Federal Meat Inspec-
tion Act, as amended, the Poultry Products
Inspection Act, as amended, and the Egg
Products Inspection Act, as amended,
[$540,365,000] $568,685,000, and in addition,
$1,000,000 may be credited to this account
from fees collected for the cost of laboratory
accreditation as authorized by section 1017 of
Public Law 102-237: Provided, That this ap-
propriation shall not be available for shell
egg surveillance under section 5(d) of the Egg
Products Inspection Act (21 U.8.C. 1034(d)):
Provided further, That this appropriation
shall be available for field employment pur-
suant to section 706(a) of the Organic Act of
1944 (7 U.8.C. 2225), and not to exceed $75,000
ghall be available for employment under 5
U.8.C. 3109: Provided further, That this appro-
priation shall be available pursuant to law (7
U.8.C. 2250) for the alteration and repair of
buildings and improvements, but the cost of
altering any one building during the fiscal
year shall not exceed 10 percent of the cur-
rent replacement value of the building.

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR FARM
AND FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICES

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Under Secretary for Farm and
Foreign Agricultural Services to administer
the laws enacted by Congress for the Consoli-
dated Farm Bervice Agency, Foreign Agri-
cultural Service, and the Commodity Credit
Corporation, $549,000.

CONSOLIDATED FARM SERVICE AGENCY
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses for carrying out
the administration and implementation of
programs [delegated to the Consolidated
Farm Service Agency by the Secretary under
the Federal Crop Insurance Reform and De-
partment of Agriculture Reorganization Act
of 1994] administered by the Consolidated Farm
Service Agency, [$788,388,000] $805,888,000: Pro-
vided, That the Secretary is authorized to
use the services, facilities, and authorities
(but not the funds) of the Commodity Credit
Corporation to make program payments for
all programs administered by the Agency:
Provided further, That other funds made
available to the Agency for authorized ac-
tivities may be advanced to and merged with
this account: Provided further, That these
funds shall be available for employment pur-
suant to the second sentence of section 706(a)
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of the Organic Act of 1944 (T U.8.C. 2225), and
not to exceed [$500,000] 31,000,000 shall be
available for employment under 5 U.8.C.
3109.

STATE MEDIATION GRANTS
For grants pursuant to section 502(b) of the
Agricultural Credit Act of 1987, as amended
(7 U.8.C. 5101-5106), [$2,000,000] $3,000,000.

DAIRY INDEMNITY PROGRAM
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses involved in making
indemnity payments to dairy farmers for
milk or cows producing such milk and manu-
facturers of dairy products who have been di-
rected to remove their milk or dairy prod-
ucts from commercial markets because it
contained residues of chemicals registered
and approved for use by the Federal Govern-
ment, and in making indemnity payments
for milk, or cows producing such milk, at a
fair market value to any dairy farmer who is
directed to remove his milk from commer-
cial markets because of (1) the presence of
products of nuclear radiation or fallout if
such contamination is not due to the fault of
the farmer, or (2) residues of chemicals or
toxic substances not included under the first
sentence of the Act of August 13, 1968, as
amended (7 U.8.C. 450j), if such chemicals or
toxic substances were not used in a manner
contrary to applicable regulations or label-
ing instructions provided at the time of use
and the contamination is not due to the
fault of the farmer, $100,000, to remain avail-
able until expended (7 U.8.C. 2209b): Provided,
That none of the funds contained in this Act
shall be used to make indemnity payments
to any farmer whose milk was removed from
commercial markets as a result of his willful
failure to follow procedures prescribed by
the Federal Government: Provided further,
That this amount shall be transferred to the
Commodity Credit Corporation: Provided fur-
ther, That the Secretary is authorized to uti-
lize the services, facilities, and authorities of
the Commodity Credit Corporation for the
purpose of making dairy indemnity disburse-
ments.

OUTREACH FOR SOCIALLY DISADVANTAGED
FARMERS

For grants and contracts pursuant to section
2501 of the Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and
Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 2279), $2,000,000, to
remain available until expended.

AGRICULTURAL CREDIT INSURANCE FUND
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For gross obligations for the principal
amount of direct and guaranteed loans as au-
thorized by 7 U.8.C. 1928-1929, to be available
from funds in the Agricultural Credit Insur-
ance Fund, as follows: farm ownership loans,
[$585,000,000] $610,000,000, of which $550,000,000
ghall be for guaranteed loans; operating
loans, [$2,300,000,000] $2,450,000,000, of which
$1,700,000,000 shall be for unsubsidized guar-
anteed loans and $200,000,000 shall be for sub-
gidized guaranteed loans; Indian tribe land
acquisition loans as authorized by 25 U.B.C.
488, $750,000; for emergency insured loans,
$100,000,000 to meet the needs resulting from
natural disasters; and for credit sales of ac-
quired property, [$22,500,000] $21,696,000.

For the cost of direct and guaranteed
loans, including the cost of modifying loans
as defined in section 502 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, as follows: farm owner-
ship loans, [$28,206,000] $34,053,000, of which
$20,019,000 shall be for guaranteed loans; op-
erating loans, [$91,000,000] $111,505,000, of
which $18,360,000 shall be for unsubsidized
guaranteed loans and $17,960,000 shall be for
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subsidized guaranteed loans; Indian tribe
land acquisition loans as authorized by 25
U.8.C. 488, $206,000;, for emergency insured
loans, $32,080,000 to meet the needs resulting
from natural disasters; and for credit sales of
acquired property, [$4,113,000] £3,966,000.

In addition, for administrative expenses
necessary to carry out the direct and guar-
anteed loan programs, [5221,541,0001
$227,258,000, which shall be transferred to and
merged with the following accounts in the
following amounts: [$208,446,000] $214,163,000
to “Salaries and Expenses”; $318,000 to
“Rural Utilities Service, Salaries and Ex-
penses”; and $171,000 to “Rural Housing and
Community Development Service, Salaries
and Expenses'.

CORPORATIONS

The following corporations and agencies
are hereby authorized to make expenditures,
within the limits of funds and borrowing au-
thority available to each such corporation or
agency and in accord with law, and to make
contracts and commitments without regard
to fiscal year limitations as provided by sec-
tion 104 of the Government Corporation Con-
trol Act, as amended, as may be necessary in
carrying out the programs set forth in the
budget for the current fiscal year for such
corporation or agency, except as hereinafter
provided.

FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE CORPORATION FUND

For payments as authorized by section 518
of the Federal Crop Insurance Act, as amend-
ed, such sums as may be necessary, to re-
main available until expended (7 U.S.C.
2209b).

COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION FUND

REIMBURSEMENT FOR NET REALIZED LOSSES

For fiscal year 1996, such sums as may be
necessary to reimburse the Commodity Cred-
it Corporation for net realized losses sus-
tained, but not previously reimbursed (esti-
mated to be $10,400,000,000 .in the President's
fiscal year 1996 Budget Request (H. Doc. 104-
4)), but not to exceed $10,400,000,000, pursuant
to section 2 of the Act of August 17, 1961, as
amended (15 U.8.C. T13a-11).

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE FOR
HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT

For fiscal year 1996, the Commodity Credit
Corporation shall not expend more than
$5,000,000 for expenses to comply with the re-
quirement of section 107(g) of the Com-
prehensive Environmental Response, Com-
pensation, and Liability Act, as amended, 42
U.S.C. 9607(g), and section 6001 of the Re-
source Conservation and Recovery Act, as
amended, 42 U.S8.C. 6961: Provided, That ex-
penses shall be for operations and mainte-
nance costs only and that other hazardous
waste management costs shall be paid for by
the USDA Hazardous Waste Management ap-
propriation in this Act.

TITLE II .
CONSERVATION PROGRAMS
OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR
NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Under Secretary for Natural Re-
sources and Environment to administer the
laws enacted by the Congress for the Forest
Service and the Natural Resources Conserva-
tion Service, $677,000.

NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICE
CONSERVATION OPERATIONS

For necessary expenses for carrying out
the provisions of the Act of April 27, 1935 (16
U.8.C. 590a-590f) including preparation of
conservation plans and establishment of
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measures to conserve soil and water (includ-
ing farm irrigation and land drainage and
such special measures for soil and water
management as may be necessary to prevent
floods and the siltation of reservoirs and to
control agricultural related pollutants);, op-
eration of conservation plant materials cen-
ters; classification and mapping of soil; dis-
semination of information; acquisition of
lands, water, and interests therein for use in
the plant materials program by donation, ex-
change, or purchase at a nominal cost not to
exceed $100 pursuant to the Act of August 3,
1956 (7 U.8.C. 428a); purchase and erection or
alteration or improvement of permanent and
temporary buildings; and operation and
maintenance of aircraft, [$629,986,000]
$637,860,000, to remain available until erpended
(7 U.S.C. 2208b), of which not less than
$5,852,000 is for smow survey and water fore-
casting and not less than $8,875,000 is for op-
eration and establishment of the plant mate-
rials centers: Provided, That appropriations
hereunder shall be available pursuant to T
U.8.C. 2250 for construction and improve-
ment of buildings and public improvements
at plant materials centers, except that the
cost of alterations and improvements to
other buildings and other public improve-
ments shall not exceed $250,000: Provided fur-
ther, That when buildings or other structures
are erected on non-Federal land, that the
right to use such land is obtained as provided
in 7 U.S.C. 2250a: Provided further, That this
appropriation shall be available for technical
assistance and related expenses to carry out
programs authorized by section 202(c) of title
II of the Colorado River Basin Salinity Con-
trol Act of 1974, as amended (43 U.8.C.
1592(c)): Provided further, That no part of this
appropriation may be expended for soil and
water conservation operations under the Act
of April 27, 1985 (16 U.8.C. 590a-580f) in dem-
onstration projects: Provided further, That
this appropriation shall be available for em-
ployment pursuant to the second sentence of
section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7
U.8.C. 2225) and not to exceed $25,000 shall be
available for employment under 5 U.8.C.
3109: Provided further, That qualified local en-
gineers may be temporarily employed at per
diem rates to perform the technical planning
work of the Service (16 U.S.C. 590e-2).
RIVER BASIN SURVEYS AND INVESTIGATIONS

For necessary erpenses to conduct research,
investigation, and surveys of watersheds of riv-
ers and other waterways, in accordance with
section 6 of the Watershed Protection and Flood
Prevention Act approved August 4, 1954, as
amended (16 U.S.C. 1006-1009), $8,369,000: Pro-
vided, That this appropriation shall be available
for employment pursuant to the second sentence
of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7
U.8.C. 2225), and not to exceed $60,000 shall be
available for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109.

WATERSHED PLANNING

For necessary erpenses for small watershed
investigations and planning, in accordance with
the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention
Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1001-1008),
$5,630,000: Provided, That this appropriation
shall be available for employment pursuant to
the second sentence of section 706(a) of the Or-
ganic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to ex-
ceed $50,000 shall be available for employment
under 5 U.S.C. 3109.

WATERSHED AND FLOOD PREVENTION
OFERATIONS

For neceasary expenses to carry out pre-
ventive measures, including but not limited
to research, engineering operations, methods
of cultivation, the growing of vegetation, re-
habilitation of existing works and changes in
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use of land, [and only high-priority projects
anthorized by the Flood Control Act (33
U.8.C. 701, 16 U.S.C. 1006a),] in accordance
with the Watershed Protection and Flood
Prevention Act approved August 4, 1954, as
amended (16 U.S.C. 1001-1005, 1007-1009), the
provisions of the Act of April 27, 1935 (16
U.8.C. 5%0a-f), and in accordance with the
provisions of laws relating to the activities
of the Department, $100,000,000, to remain
available until expended (7 U.S.C. 2209b) (of
which $15,000,000 shall be available for the wa-
tersheds authorized under the Flood Control Act
approved June 22, 1936 (33 U.S.C. 701, 16 U.S.C.
1006a), as amended and supplemented). Pro-
vided, That this appropriation shall be avail-
able for employment pursuant to the second
sentence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act
of 1944 (7 U.8.C. 2225), and not to exceed
$200,000 shall be available for employment
under 5 U.S.C. 3109: Provided further, That not
to exceed $1,000,000 of this appropriation is
available to carry out the purposes of the
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (Public Law
93-205), as amended, including cooperative ef-
forts as contemplated by that Act to relo-
cate endangered or threatened species to
other suitable habitats as may be necessary
to expedite project construction. :

RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT

For necessary erpenses in planning and car-
Tying out projects for resource conservation and
development and for sound land use pursuant to
the provisions of section 32(e) of title III of the
Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, as
(7 U.S.C. 1010-1011; 76 Stat. 607), and the provi-
sions of the Act of April 27, 1935 (16 U.8.C. 5%0a-
f), and the provisions of the Agriculture and
Food Act of 1981 (16 U.S.C. 3451-3461),
827,000,000, to remain available until erpended
(7 U.S.C. 2209): Provided, That this appropria-
tion shall be available for employment pursuant
to the second sentence of section 706(a) of the
Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to
erceed $50,000 shall be available for employment
under 5 U.S.C. 3109.

FORESTRY INCENTIVES PROGRAM

For necessary erpenses, not otherwise pro-
vided for, to carry out the program of forestry
incentives, as authorized in the Cooperative
Forestry Assistance Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 2101),
including technical assistance and related ez-
penses $6,325,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, as authorized by that Act.

COLORADO RIVER BASIN SALINITY CONTROL
PROGRAM

For necessary expenses for carrying out a vol-
untary cooperative salinity control program
pursuant to section 202(c) of title 11 of the Colo-
rado River Basin Salinity Control Act, as
amended (43 U.S.C. 1592(c)), to be used to reduce
salinity in the Colorado River and to enhance
the supply and guality of water available for
use in the United States and the Republic of
Mezico, $1,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended (7 U.S.C. 2209b), to be used for the estab-
lishment of on-farm irrigation management sys-
tems, including lateral improvement measures,
for making cost-share payments to agricultural
landowners and operators, Indian tribes, irriga-
tion districts and associations, local govern-

tal and ng nmental entities, and other
landowners to aid them in carrying out ap-
proved conservation practices as determined and
recommended by the Secretary, and for associ-
ated costs of program planning, information and
education, and program monitoring and evalua-
tion.
[WATERSHED SURVEYS AND PLANNING

[For necessary expenses to conduct re-
search, investigation, and surveys of water-
sheds of rivers and other waterways, and for
small watershed investigations and planning,
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in accordance with the Watershed Protection
and Flood Prevention Act approved August
4, 1954, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1001-1009),
$14,000,000: Provided, That this appropriation
shall be available for employment pursuant
to the second sentence of section T06(a) of
the Organic Act of 1844 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and
not to exceed $110,000 shall be available for
employment under 5 U.8.C. 3109.
[CONSERVATION PROGRAMS

[For necessary expenses, not otherwise
provided for, in planning and carrying out
projects for resource conservation and devel-
opment and for sound land use pursuant to
the provisions of section 32(e) of title III of
the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, as
amended (7 U.S.C. 1011; 76 Stat. 607), and the
provisions of the Act of April 27, 1935 (16
U.8.C. 5%0a-f), and the provisions of the Agri-
culture and Food Act of 1981 (16 U.S.C. 3451-
3461), to carry out the program of forestry in-
centives, as authorized in the Cooperative
Forestry Assistance Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C.
2101), including technical assistance and re-
lated expenses, and for carrying out a vol-
untary cooperative salinity control program
pursuant to section 202(c) of title II of the
Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act,
as amended (43 U.8.C. 1592(c)), to be used to
reduce salinity in the Colorado River and to
enhance the supply and quality of water
available for use in the United States and
the Republic of Mexico, to be used for the es-
tablishment of on-farm irrigation manage-
ment systems, including related lateral im-
provement measures, for making cost-share
payments to agricultural landowners and op-
erators, Indian tribes, irrigation districts
and associations, local governmental and
nongovernmental entities, and other land-
owners to aid them in carrying out approved
conservation practices as determined and
recommended by the Secretary, and for asso-
clated costs of program planning, informa-
tion and education, and program monitoring
and evaluation, $36,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended (7 U.S.C. 2209, 16 U.S.C.
590p(b)(T)): Provided, That this appropriation
shall be available for employment pursuant
to the second sentence of section T06(a) of
the Organic Act of 1944 (T U.S.C. 2225), and
not to exceed $50,000 shall be available for
employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109.]

WETLANDS RESERVE PROGRAM
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDB)

For necessary expenses to carry out the
wetlands reserve program pursuant to sub-
chapter C of subtitle D of title XII of the
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3837),
[5210,000,000] $77,000,000, to remain available
until expended: Provided, That the Secretary
is authorized to use the services, facilities,
and authorities of the Commodity Credit
Corporation for the purpose of carrying out
the wetlands reserve program.

CONSOLIDATED FARM SERVICE AGENCY
AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION PROGRAM
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses to carry into effect
the program authorized in sections 7 to 15,
16(a), 16(f), and 17 of the Soil Conservation
and Domestic Allotment Act approved Feb-
ruary 29, 1936, as amended and supplemented
(16 U.8.C. 590g-5900, 590p(a), 590p(f), and 590q),
and sections 1001-1004, 1006-1008, and 1010 of
the Agricultural Act of 1970, as added by the
Agriculture and Consumer Protection Act of
1973 (16 U.S.C. 1501-1504, 1506-1508, and 1510),
and including not to exceed $15,000 for the
preparation and display of exhibits, includ-
ing such displays at State, interstate, and
international fairs within the United States,
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[$75,000,000] $50,000,000, to remain available
until expended (16 U.S.C. 5900), for agree-
ments, excluding administration but includ-
ing technical assistance and related expenses
(16 U.8.C. 5900), except that no participant in
the agricultural conservation program shall
receive more than $3,500 per year, except
where the participants from two or more
farms or ranches join to carry out approved
practices designed to conserve or improve
the agricultural resources of the community,
or where a participant has a long-term
agreement, in which case the total payment
shall not exceed the annual payment limita-
tion multiplied by the number of years of the
agreement: Provided, That no portion of the
funds for the current year's program may be
utilized to provide financial or technical as-
sistance for drainage on wetlands now des-
ignated as Wetlands Types 3 (III) through 20
(XX) in United States Department of the In-
terior, Fish and Wildlife Circular 39, Wet-
lands of the United States, 1956: Provided fur-
ther, That such amounts shall be available
for the purchase of seeds, fertilizers, lime,
trees, or any other conservation materials,
or any soil-terracing services, and making
grants thereof to agricultural producers to
aid them in carrying out approved farming
practices as authorized by the Soil Conserva-
tion and Domestic Allotment Act, as amend-
ed, as determined and recommended by the
county committees, approved by the State
committees and the Secretary, under pro-
grams provided for herein: Provided further,
That such assistance will not be used for car-
rying out measures and practices that are
primarily production-oriented or that have
little or no conservation or pollution abate-
ment benefits: Provided further, That not to
exceed 5 percent of the allocation for the
current year's program for any county may,
on the recommendation of such county com-
mittee and approval of the State committee,
be withheld and allotted to the Natural Re-
sources Conservation Service for services of
its technicians in formulating and carrying
out the agricultural conservation program in
the participating counties, and shall not be
utilized by the Natural Resources Conserva-
tion Service for any purpose other than tech-
nical and other assistance in such counties,
and in addition, on the recommendation of
such county committee and approval of the
State committee, not to exceed 1 percent
may be made available to any other Federal,
State, or local public agency for the same
purpose and under the same conditions: Pro-
vided further, That not to exceed [$11,000,000]
315,000,000 of the amount appropriated shall
be used for water quality payments and prac-
tices in the same manner as permitted under
the program for water quality aunthorized in
chapter 2 of subtitle D of title XII of the
Food Security Act of 1985, as amended (16
U.S.C. 3838 et seq.).

CONSERVATION RESERVE PROGRAM
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses to carry out the
conservation reserve program pursuant to
the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3831-
3845), $1,781,785,000, to remain available until
expended, to be used for Commodity Credit
Corporation expenditures for cost-share as-
sistance for the establishment of conserva-
tion practices provided for in approved con-
servation reserve program contracts, for an-
nual rental payments provided in such con-
tracts, and for technical assistance.
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TITLE III
RURAL ECONOMIC AND COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS
OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR RURAL

ECONOMIC AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Under Secretary for Rural Eco-
nomic and Community Development to ad-
minister programs under the laws enacted by
the Congress for the Rural Housing and Com-
munity Development Service, Rural Business
and Cooperative Development Service, and
the Rural Utilities Service of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, $568,000.

RURAL COMMUNITY ADVANCEMENT PROGRAM

For the cost of direct loans, loan guarantees
and grants, as authorized by 7 U.S.C. 1926, 1928,
and 1932, and 86 Stat. 661-664, as amended; and
42 U.8.C. 1485 and 1490(a), $528,839,000, to re-
main available until expended, to be available
for loans and grants for rural water and waste
disposal and solid waste management grants,
new construction of section 515 rental housing,
direct loans and loan guarantees for community
facilities, loan guarantees for business and in-
dustry assistance, and grants for rural business
enterprise: Provided, That the costs of direct
loans and loan guarantees, including the cost of
modifying such loans, shall be as defined in sec-
tion 502 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974:
Provided further, That of the total amount ap-
propriated, $20,044,000 shall be for empowerment
zones and enterprise communities, as authorized
by Public Law 103-66: Provided further, That if
such funds are not obligated for empowerment
zones and enterprise communities by June 30,
1996, they shall remain available for other au-
thorized purposes under this head: Provided
further, That of the total amount appropriated,
not to erceed $4,500,000 shall be available for
contracting with the National Rural Water As-
sociation or an equally qualified national orga-
nization for a circuit rider program to provide
technical assistance for rural water systems:
Provided further, That of the total amount ap-
propriated, not to erceed $20,000,000 shall be
available for water and waste disposal systems
to benefit the Colonias along the United States/
Mezico border, including grants under section
306(c).

In addition, for administrative expenses nec-
essary to carry out direct loans, loan guaran-
tees, and grants, $58,051,000, of -which
857,614,000 shall be transferred to and merged
with “Rural Housing and Community Develop-
ment Service, Salaries and Erpenses”; "Rural
Utilities Service, Salaries and Ezrpenses'; and
“Rural Business and Cooperative Development
Service, Salaries and Expenses’'.

RURAL HOUSING AND COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT SERVICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Rural Hous-
ing and Community Development Service,
including administering the programs au-
thorized by the Consolidated Farm and Rural
Development Act, as amended, title V of the
Housing Act of 1949, as amended, and cooper-
ative agreements, [$42,820,000] £50,346,000:
Provided, That this appropriation shall be
available for employment pursuant to the
second sentence of T06(a) of the Organic Act
of 1844, and not to exceed $500,000 may be
used for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109.

RURAL HOUSING INSURANCE FUND PROGRAM

ACCOUNT
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For gross obligations for the principal
amount of direct and guaranteed loans as au-
thorized by title V of the Housing Act of
1949, as amended, to be available from funds
in the rural housing insurance fund, as fol-
lows: [$2,250,000,000] $2,700,000,000 for loans to
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section 502 borrowers, as determined by the
Secretary, of which $1,700,000,000 shall be for
unsubsidized guaranteed loans; $35,000,000 for
section 504 housing repair loans; $15,000,000
for section 514 farm labor housing;
$150,000,000 for section 515 rental housing;
$600,000 for site loans; and [$35,000,000]
$42,484,000 for credit sales of acquired
propertyl: Provided, That notwithstanding
section 520 of the Housing Act of 1949, the
Secretary of Agriculture may make loans
under section 502 of such Act for properties
in the Pine View West SBubdivision, located
in Gibsonville, North Carolina, in the same
manner as provided under such section for
properties in rural areas].

For the cost of direct and guaranteed
loans, including the cost of modifying loans,
as defined in section 502 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, as follows: section 502
loans, [$118,335,000] $212,790,000, of which
$2,890,000 shall be for unsubsidized guaran-
teed loans; section 504 housing repair loans,
$14,193,000; section 514 farm labor housing,
$8,629,000; section 515 rental housing,
$82,035,000[, provided the program is author-
ized for fiscal year 1996]); and credit sales of
acquired property, [$6,100,000] $7,405,000.

[In addition, for the cost (as defined in sec-
tion 502 of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974) of guaranteed loans under a demonstra-
tion program of loan guarantees for multi-
family rental housing in rural areas,
$1,000,000, to be derived from the amount
made available under this heading for the
cost of low-income section 515 loans and to
become available for obligation only upon
the enactment of authorizing legislation.]

In addition, for administrative expenses
necessary to carry out the direct and guar-
anteed loan  programs,  [$385,889,000]
$389,818,000, of which [$372,897,506] $376,860,000
shall be transferred to and merged with the
appropriation for “Rural Housing and Com-
munity Development Service, Salaries and
Expenses”.

RENTAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

For rental assistance agreements entered
into or renewed pursuant to the authority
under section 521(a)(2) or agreements entered
into in lieu of forgiveness or payments for el-
igible households as authorized by section
502(c)(5XD) of the Housing Act of 1949, as
amended, [$535,900,000] $540,900,000; and in ad-
dition such sums as may be necessary, as au-
thorized by section 521(c) of the Act, to lig-
uidate debt incurred prior to fiscal year 1992
to carry out the rental assistance program
under section 521(a)2) of the Act: Provided,
That of this amount not more than $5,900,000
shall be available for debt forgiveness or
payments for eligible households as author-
ized by section 502(c)(6)(D) of the Act, and
not to exceed $10,000 per project for advances
to nonprofit organizations or public agencies
to cover direct costs (other than purchase
price) incurred in purchasing projects pursu-
ant to section 502(c)(5)(C) of the Act: Provided
further, That agreements entered into or re-
newed during fiscal year 1996 shall be funded
for a five-year period, although the life of
any such agreement may be extended to
fully utilize amounts obligated.

SELF-HELP HOUSING LAND DEVELOPMENT FUND

For the principal amount of direct loans,
as authorized by section 523(b)(1)(B) of the
Housing Act of 1949, as amended (42 U.8.C.
1480c), $603,000.

For the cost of direct loans, including the
cost of modifying loans, as defined in section
g l:?ofo the Congressional Budget Act of 1974,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

[COMMUNITY FACILITY LOANS PROGRAM
ACCOUNT
[(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

[For the cost of direct loans, $34,880,000,
and for the cost of guaranteed loans,
$3,565,000, as authorized by 7 U.S.C. 1928 and
86 Stat. 661-664, as amended: Provided, That
such costs, including the cost of modifying
such loans, shall be as defined in section 502
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974: Pro-
vided further, That such sums shall remain
available until expended for the disburse-
ment of loans obligated in fiscal year 1996:
Provided further, That these funds are avail-
able to subsidize gross obligations for the
principal amount of direct loans not to ex-
ceed $200,000,000 and total loan principal, any
part of which is to be guaranteed, not to ex-
ceed $75,000,000: Provided further, That of the
amounts available for the cost of direct
loans not to exceed $1,208,000, to subsidize
gross obligations for the principal amount
not to exceed $6,930,000, shall be available for
empowerment, zones and enterprise commu-
nities, as authorized by Public Law 103-66:
Provided further, That if such funds are not
obligated for empowerment zones and enter-
prise communities by June 30, 1996, they re-
main available for other authorized purposes
under this head.

[In addition, for administrative expenses
to carry out the direct and guaranteed loan
programs, $8,836,000, of which $8,731,000 shall
be transferred to and merged with the appro-
priation for **Salaries and Expenses’.]

VERY LOW-INCOME HOUSING REPAIR GRANTS

For grants to the very low-income elderly
for essential repairs to dwellings pursuant to
section 504 of the Housing Act of 1949, as
amended, $24,900,000, to remain available
until expended.

RURAL HOUSING FOR DOMESTIC FARM LABOR

For financial assistance to eligible non-
profit organizations for housing for domestic
farm labor, pursuant to section 516 of the
Housing Act of 1948, as amended (42 U.8.C.
1486), $10,000,000, to remain available until
expended.

MUTUAL AND SELF-HELP HOUSING GRANTS

For grants and contracts pursuant to sec-
tion 623(b)(1)(A) of the Housing Act of 1949 (42
U.S.C. 1490c), $12,650,000, to remain available
until expended (7 U.S.C. 2209b).

SUPERVISORY AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE GRANTS

For grants pursuant to sections 509(f) and 525
of the Housing Act of 1948, §1,000,000.

RURAL COMMUNITY FIRE PROTECTION GRANTS

For grants pursuant to section 7 of the Co-
operative Forestry Assistance Act of 1978
(Public Law 95-313), [$1,000,000] $3,000,000 to
fund up to 50 percent of the cost of organiz-
ing, training, and equipping rural volunteer
fire departments.

COMPENSATION FOR CONSTRUCTION DEFECTS

For compensation for construction defects
as authorized by section 509(c) of the Hous-
ing Act of 1949, as amended, $495,000, to re-
main available until expended.

RURAL HOUSING PRESERVATION GRANTS

For grants for rural housing preservation
as authorized by section 5562 of the Housing
and Urban-Rural Recovery Act of 1983 (Pub-
lic Law 98-181), $11,000,000.

RURAL BUSINESS AND COOPERATIVE
DEVELOPMENT SERVICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Rural Busi-
ness and Cooperative Development Service,
including administering the programs au-
thorized by the Consolidated Farm and Rural
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Development Act, as amended; section 1323
of the Food Security Act of 1985; the Cooper-
ative Marketing Act of 1926; for activities re-
lating to the marketing aspects of coopera-
tives, including economic research findings,
as authorized by the Agricultural Marketing
Act of 1946; for activities with institutions
concerning the development and operation of
agricultural cooperatives; and cooperative
agreements; [3$9,5620,000] $9,013,000: Provided,
That this appropriation shall be available for
employment pursuant to the second sentence
of 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944, and not
exceed $250,000 may be used for employment
under 5 U.S.C. 3109.
[RURAL BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY LOANS
PROGRAM ACCOUNT
[(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

[For the cost of guaranteed loans,
$6,437,000, as authorized by 7 U.S.C. 1928 and
86 Stat. 661-664, as amended: Provided, That
such costs, including the cost of modifying
such loans, shall be as defined in section 502
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974: Pro-
vided further, That such sums shall remain
available until expended for the disburse-
ment of loans obligated in fiscal year 1996:
Provided further, That these funds are avail-
able to subsidize gross obligations for the
prineipal amount of guaranteed loans of
$500,000,000: Provided further, That of the
amounts available for the cost of guaranteed
loans including the cost of modifying loans,
$148,000, to subsidize gross obligations for the
loan principal, any part of which is guaran-
teed, not to exceed $10,842,000, shall be avail-
able for empowerment zones and enterprise
communities, as authorized by Public Law
103-66: Provided further, That if such funds
are not obligated for empowerment zones
and enterprise communities by June 30, 1996,
they remain available for other authorized
activities under this head.

[In addition, for administrative expenses
to carry out the direct and guaranteed loan
programs, $14,868,000, of which $14,747,000
shall be transferred to and merged with the
appropriation for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses'.]

RURAL DEVELOPMENT LOAN FUND PROGRAM

ACCOUNT

[For the cost of direct loans as authorized
by the rural development loan fund (42
U.8.C. 9812(a)) for empowerment gones and
enterprise communities, as authorized by
title XIM of the Omnibus Budget Reconcili-
ation Act of 1993, $4,322,000, to subsidize gross
obligations for the principal amount of di-
rect loans, §7,246,000.1

For the cost of direct loans, $17,895,000, as au-
thorized by the Rural Development Loan Fund
(42 U.S.C. 9812(a)): Provided, That such costs,
including the cost of modifying such loans, shall
be as defined in section 502 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974: Provided further, That these
funds are available to subsidize gross obligations
for the principal amount of direct loans of
$30,000,000: Provided further, That through
June 30, 1996, of these amounts, $6,484,000 shall
be available for the cost of direct loans, for
empowerment zones and enterprise communities,
as authorized by title XIII of the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993, to subsidize
gross obligations for the principal amount of di-
rect loans, $10,870,000.

In addition, for administrative erpenses nec-
essary to carry out the direct loan programs,
81,476,000, of which $1,470,000 shall be trans-
ferred to and merged with the appropriation for
“‘Salaries and Erpenses'’.

RURAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT LOANS
PROGRAM ACCOUNT
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For the principal amount of direct loans,

as authorized under section 313 of the Rural
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Electrification Act, for the purpose of pro-
moting rural economic development and job
creation projects, $12,865,000.

For the cost of direct loans, including the
cost of modifying loans as defined in section
502 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974,
$3,729,000.

In addition, for administrative expenses
necessary to carry out the direct loan pro-
gram, [$584,000] $724,000, which shall be
transferred to and merged with the appro-
priation for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’.

ALTERNATIVE AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH AND

COMMERCIALIZATION REVOLVING FUND

For necessary expenses to carry out the
Alternative Agricultural Research and Com-
mercialization Act of 1990 (7 U.8.C. 5901-
5008), [$5,000,000] $£10,000,000 is appropriated
to the alternative agricultural research and
commercialization revolving fund.

[RURAL BUSINESS ENTERPRISE GRANTS

[For grants authorized under section
310B(c) and 310B(j) (T U.8.C. 1932) of the Con-
solidated Farm and Rural Development Act
to any qualified public or private nonprofit
organization, $45,000,000, of which $8,381,000
shall be available through June 30, 1996, for
assistance to empowerment zones and enter-
prise communities, as authorized by title
XIII of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1993, after which any funds not obli-
gated shall remain available for other au-
thorized purposes under this head: Provided,
That $500,000 shall be available for grants to
qualified nonprofit organizations to provide
technical assistance and training for rural
communities needing improved passenger
transportation systems or facilities in order
to promote economic development.]

RURAL TECHNOLOGY AND COOPERATIVE
DEVELOPMENT GRANTS

For grants pursuant to section 310(f) of the
Consolidated Farm and Rural Development
Act, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1932), [$1,500,000]
£1,500,000, of which $1,300,000 may be available
for the appropriate technology transfer for rural
areas program.

RURAL UTILITIES SERVICE

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION AND TELEPHONE
LOANS PROGRAM ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

Insured loans pursuant to the authority of
section 305 of the Rural Electrification Act
of 1936, as amended (7 U.8.C. 935), shall be
made as follows: 5 percent rural electrifica-
tion loans, $90,000,000; 5 percent rural tele-
phone loans, $70,000,000; cost of money rural
telephone loans, $300,000,000; municipal rate
rural electric loans, [$500,000,0001 $550,000,000;
and loans made pursuant to section 306 of
that Act, $420,000,000, to remain available
until expended.

For the cost, as defined in section 502 of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, includ-
ing the cost of modifying loans, of direct and
guaranteed loans authorized by the Rural
Electrification Act of 1936, as amended (7
U.8.C. 935), as follows: cost of direct loans,
$35,126,000; cost of municipal rate loans,
[$54,150,000] $£59,565,000; cost of money rural
telephone loans, $60,000; cost of loans guaran-
teed pursuant to section 306, $2,520,000: Pro-
vided, That notwithstanding [sections
3056(c)(2) and] section 305(d)(2) of the Rural
Electrification Act of 1936, borrower interest
rates may exceed 7 percent per year.

In addition, for administrative expenses
necessary to carry out the direct and guar-
anteed loan programs, 529,982,000
832,183,000, which shall be transferred to and
merged with the appropriation for ‘‘Salaries
and Expenses’’.
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RURAL TELEPHONE BANK PROGRAM ACCOUNT

The Rural Telephone Bank is hereby au-
thorized to make such expenditures, within
the limits of funds available to such corpora-
tion in accord with law, and to make such
contracts and commitments without regard
to fiscal year limitations as provided by sec-
tion 104 of the Government Corporation Con-
trol Act, as amended, as may be necessary in
carrying out its authorized programs for the
current fiscal year. During fiscal year 1996
and within the resources and authority
available, gross obligations for the principal
amount of direct loans shall be $175,000,000.

For the cost, as defined in section 502 of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, includ-
ing the cost of modifying loans, of direct
loans authorized by the Rural Electrification
Act of 1936, as amended (7 U.S.C. 835),
[$770,000] $5,023,000.

In addition, for administrative expenses
necessary to carry out the loan programs,
[$3,541,000] $6,167,000.

DISTANCE LEARNING AND MEDICAL LINK GRANTS

For necessary expenses to carry into effect
the programs authorized in sections 2331-23356
of Public Law 101-624, $7,500,000, to remain
available until expended.

[RURAL DEVELOPMENT PERFORMANCE
PARTNERSHIPS PROGRAM
[(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

[For the cost of direct loans, loan guaran-
tees, and grants, as authorized by 7 U.S.C.
1926, 1928, and 1932, $435,000,000, to remain
available until expended, to be available for
loans and grants for rural water and waste
disposal and solid waste management grants:
Provided, That the costs of direct loans and
loan guarantees, including the cost of modi-
fying such loans, shall be as defined in sec-
tion 502 of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974: Provided further, That of the total
amount appropriated, not to exceed $4,000,000
shall be available for contracting with the
National Rural Water Association or other
equally qualified national organization for a
circuit rider program to provide technical
assistance for rural water systems: Provided
further, That of the total amount appro-
priated, not to exceed $18,700,000 shall be
available for water and waste disposal sys-
tems to benefit the Colonias along the Unit-
ed States/Mexico border, including grants
pursuant to section 306C: Provided further,
That of the total amount appropriated,
$18,688,000 shall be for empowerment zones
and enterprise communities, as authorized
by Public Law 103-66: Provided further, That
if such funds are not obligated for
empowerment zones and enterprise commu-
nities by June 30, 1996, they shall remain
available for other authorized purposes
under this head.

[In addition, for administrative expenses
necessary to carry out direct loans, loan
guarantees, and grants, $12,740,000, of which
$12,623,000 shall be transferred and merged
with “Rural Utilities Service, Salaries and
Expenses".]

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Rural Utili-
ties Service, including administering the
programs authorized by the Rural Elec-
trification Act of 1936, as amended, and the
Consolidated Farm and Rural Development
Act, as amended, [$19,211,000] $18,449,000, of
which $7,000 shall be available for financial
credit reports: Provided, That this appropria-
tion shall be available for employment pur-
suant to the second sentence of 706(a) of the
Organic Act of 1944, and not to exceed
$103,000 may be used for employment under 5
U.S.C. 3109.

September 18, 1995

TITLE IV
DOMESTIC FOOD PROGRAMS
OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR FooD,
NUTRITION AND CONSUMER SERVICES
For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Under Secretary for Food, Nu-
trition and Consumer Services to administer
the laws enacted by the Congress for the
Food and Consumer Service, [5440,000]
$540,000.
FoOD AND CONSUMER SERVICE
CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses to carry out the
National School Lunch Act (42 U.8.C. 1751-
1769b), and the applicable provisions other
than [section 17] sections 17, 19, and 21 of the
Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.8.C. 1772~
1785, and 1789); [$7,952,424,000] $7,952,610,000,
to remain avallable through September 30,
1997, of which [$2,354,566,000] $2,354,752,000 is
hereby appropriated and $5,697,858,000 shall
be derived by transfer from funds available
under section 32 of the Act of August 24, 1935
(7T U.8.C. 612¢): Provided, That up to $3,964,000
shall be available for independent verifica-
tion of school food service claims[: Provided
further, That $1,900,000 shall be available to
provide financial and other assistance to op-
erate the Food Service Management Insti-
tute.

[Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, no funds other than provided in this Act
may be available for nutrition education and
training and the Food Service Management
Institute.]

BPECIAL BUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION PROGRAM
FOR WOMEN, INFANTS, AND CHILDREN (WIC)
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses to carry out the
special supplemental nutrition program as
authorized by section 17 of the Child Nutri-
tion Act of 1966 (42 U.8.C. 1786), $3,729,807,000,
to remain available through September 30,
1997: Provided, That for fiscal year 1996,
$20,000,000 that would otherwise be available
to States for nutrition services and adminis-
tration shall be made available for food ben-
efits: Provided further, That $4,000,000 from
unobligated balances for supervisory and
technical assistance grants may be trans-
ferred to and merged with this account: Pro-
vided further, That up to $6,750,000 may be
used to carry out the farmers' market nutri-
tion program from any funds not needed to
maintain current caseload levels: Provided
further, That none of the funds in this Act
shall be available to pay administrative ex-
penses of WIC clinics except those that have
an announced policy of prohibiting smoking
within the space used to carry out the pro-
gram. Provided further, That on or after July 1,
1996, any funds recovered from the previous fis-
cal year in excess of $100,000,000 may be trans-
ferred by the Secretary of Agriculture to the
Rural Community Advancement Program and
shall remain available until erpended: Provided
further, That none of the funds provided in this
Act shall be available for the purchase of infant
formula except in accordance with the cost con-
tainment and competitive bidding reguirements
specified in section I7 of the Child Nutrition Act
of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786) (as in effect on Septem-
ber 13, 1995).

COMMODITY SUPPLEMENTAL FOOD PROGRAM

For necessary erpenses to carry out the com-
modity supplemental food program as author-
ized by section 4(a) of the Agriculture and
Consumer Protection Act of 1973 (7 U.S.C. 612¢c
(note)), including not less than £8,000,000 for the
projects in Detroit, New Orleans, and Des
Moines, $86,000,000 to remain available through
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September 30, 1997: Provided, That none of these
Sfunds shall be available to reimburse the Com-
maodity Credit Corporation for commodities do-
nated to the program: Provided further, That
twenty percent of any Commodity Supplemental
Food Program funds carried over from fiscal
year 1995 shall be available for administrative
costs of the program.
FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

For necessary expenses to carry out the
Food Stamp Act (7T U.S.C. 2011-2029),
[3$27,007,828,000] $28,097,828,000: Provided, That
funds provided herein shall remain available
through September 30, 1996, in accordance
with section 18(a) of the Food Stamp Act:
Provided further, That $1,000,000,000 of the fore-
going amount shall be placed in reserve for use
only in such amounts and at such times as may
become necessary to carry out program oper-
ations: Provided further, That funds provided
herein shall be expended in accordance with
section 16 of the Food Stamp Act: Provided
further, That this appropriation shall be sub-
ject to any work registration or workfare re-
quirements as may be required by law: Pro-
vided further, That $1,143,000,000 of the fore-
going amount shall be avallable for nutrition
assistance for Puerto Rico as authorized by 7
U.S.C. 2028.

[COMMODITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

[For necessary expenses to carry out the
commodity supplemental food program as
authorized by section 4(a) of the Agriculture
and Consumer Protection Act of 1973 (T
U.S.C. 612c(note)), section 204(a) of the Emer-
gency Food Assistance Act of 1983, as amend-
ed, and section 110 of the Hunger Prevention
Act of 1988, $168,000,000, to remain available
through Beptember 30, 1997: Provided, That
none of these funds shall be available to re-
imburse the Commodity Credit Corporation
for commodities donated to the program:
Provided further, That none of the funds in
this Act or any other Act may be used for
demonstration projects in the emergency
food assistance program.]

FOOD DONATIONS PROGRAMS FOR SELECTED

GROUPS

For necessary expenses to carry out sec-
tion 4(a) of the Agriculture and Consumer
Protection Act of 1973 (7 U.8.C. 612¢c (note)),
section 4(b) of the Food Stamp Act (7 U.8.C.
2013(b)), and section 311 of the Older Ameri-
cans Act of 1965, as amended (42 U.S.C. 3030a),
[5215,000,000] $217,250,000, to remain available
through September 30, 1997: Provided, That
notwithstanding any other provision of law, for
meals provided pursuant to the Older Americans
Act of 1965, a maximum rate of reimbursement to
States will be established by the Secretary, sub-
Ject to reduction if obligations would erceed the
amount of available funds, with any unobli-
gated funds to remain available only for obliga-
tion in the fiscal year beginning October 1, 1996.

For necessary erpenses to carry out section
110 of the Hunger Prevention Act of 1988,

THE EMERGENCY FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

For making payments to States to carry out
the Emergency Food Assistance Act of 1983, as
amended, $40,000,000: Provided, That, in accord-
ance with section 202 of Public Law 98-92, these
funds shall be available only if the Secretary de-
termines the eristence of excess commodities:
Provided further, That none of the funds in this
Act or any other Act may be used for emergency
food assistance program demonstration projects.

FOOD PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION

For necessary administrative expenses of
the domestic food programs funded under
this Act, [$108,323,000] $107,215,000, of which
$5,000,000 shall be available only for simplify-
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ing procedures, reducing overhead costs,
tightening regulations, improving food
stamp coupon handling, and assistance in
the prevention, identification, and prosecu-
tion of fraud and other violations of law; and
$750,000 shall be available for investing in an
automated data processing infrastructure for
the Food and Consumer Service: Provided, That
this appropriation shall be available for em-
ployment pursuant to the second sentence of
section T06(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7
U.8.C. 2225), and not to exceed $150,000 shall
be available for employment under 5 U.8.C.
3109.
TITLE V
FOREIGN ASSISTANCE AND RELATED
PROGRAMS

FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICE

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Foreign Ag-
ricultural Service, including carrying out
title VI of the Agricultural Act of 1954, as
amended (7 U.S.C. 1761-1768), market develop-
ment activities abroad, and for enabling the
Secretary to coordinate and integrate activi-
ties of the Department in connection with
foreign agricultural work, including not to
exceed $128,000 for representation allowances
and for expenses pursuant to section 8 of the
Act approved August 3, 1956 (7 U.S.C. 1766),
[$123,520,000] $124,775,000, of which $5,176,000
may be transferred from Commodity Credit
Corporation funds, $2,792,000 may be trans-
ferred from the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion program account in this Act, and
$1,005,000 may be transferred from the Public
Law 480 program account in this Act: Pro-
vided, That the Service may dtilize advances
of funds, or reimburse this appropriation for
expenditures made on behalf of Federal agen-
cles, public and private organizations and in-
stitutions under agreements executed pursu-
ant to the agricultural food production as-
sistance programs (7 U.8.C. 1736) and the for-
eign assistance programs of the Inter-
national Development Cooperation Adminis-
tration (22 U.S.C. 2392).

None of the funds in the foregoing para-
graph shall be available to promote the sale
or export of tobacco or tobacco products.
PUBLIC LAW 480 PROGRAM AND GRANT ACCOUNTS

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For expenses during the current fiscal
year, not otherwise recoverable, and unre-
covered prior years' costs, including interest
thereon, under the Agricultural Trade Devel-
opment and Assistance Act of 1954, as
amended (7 U.S.C. 1691, 1701-1715, 1721-17286,
1727-1727¢, 1731-1736g), as follows: (1)
$291,342,000 for Public Law 480 title I credit,
including Food for Progress programs; (2)
$25,000,000 is hereby appropriated for ocean
freight differential costs for the shipment of
agricultural commodities pursuant to title I
of said Act and the Food for Progress Act of
18685, as amended; (3) $821,100,000 is hereby ap-
propriated for commodities supplied in con-
nection with dispositions abroad pursuant to
title II of said Act; and (4) $50,000,000 is here-
by appropriated for commodities supplied in
connection with dispositions abroad pursu-
ant to title III of sald Act and shall be fi-
nanced from funds credited to the Commodity
Credit Corporation pursuant to section 426 of
Public Law 103-465: Provided, That not to ex-
ceed 15 percent of the funds made available
to carry out any title of sald Act may be
used to carry out any other title of said Act:
Provided further, That such sums shall re-
main available until expended (7 U.S.C.
2209b).

For the cost, as defined in section 502 of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, of di-
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rect credit agreements as authorized by the
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist-
ance Act of 1954, as amended, and the Food
for Progress Act of 1985, as amended, includ-
ing the cost of modifying credit agreements
under said Act, $236,162,000.

In addition, for administrative expenses to
carry out the Public Law 480 title I credit
program, and the Food for Progress Act of
1985, as amended, to the extent funds appro-
priated for Public Law 480 are utilized,
$1,750,000.

SHORT-TERM EXPORT CREDIT

The Commodity Credit Corporation shall
make available not less than $5,200,000,000 in
credit guarantees under its export credit
guarantee program for short-term credit ex-
tended to finance the export sales of United
States agricultural commodities and the
products thereof, as authorized by section
202(a) of the Agricultural Trade Act of 1978 (7
U.8.C. 5641).

INTERMEDIATE-TERM EXPORT CREDIT

The Commeodity Credit Corporation shall
make available not less than $500,000,000 in
credit guarantees under its export credit
guarantee program for intermediate-term
credit extended to finance the export sales of
United Btates agricultural commodities and
the products thereof, as authorized by sec-
tion 202(b) of the Agricultural Trade Act of
1978 (7 U.8.C. 5641).

COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION EXPORT
LOANS PROGRAM ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANBFERS OF FUNDS)

For administrative expenses to carry out
the Commodity Credit Corporation’s export
guarantee program, GSM-102 and GEM-103,
$3,381,000; to cover common overhead ex-
penses as permitted by section 11 of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation Charter Act and
in conformity with the Federal Credit Re-
form Act of 1990, of which not to exceed
$2,792,000 may be transferred to and merged
with the appropriation for the salaries and
expenses of the Foreign Agricultural Serv-
ice, and of which not to exceed $589,000 may
be transferred to and merged with the appro-
priation for the salaries and expenses of the
Consolidated Farm Service Agency.

TITLE V1

RELATED AGENCIES AND FOOD AND
DRUG ADMINISTRATION

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES

FooD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION
BALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Food and
Drug Administration, including hire and pur-
chase of passenger motor vehicles; for rental
of special purpose space in the District of Co-
lumbia or elsewhere; and for miscellaneous
and emergency expenses of enforcement ac-
tivities, authorized and approved by the Sec-
retary and to be accounted for solely on the
Secretary’s certificate, not to exceed $25,000;
$904,694,000, of which not to exceed $84,723,000
in fees pursuant to section 736 of the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act may be cred-
ited to this appropriation and remain avail-
able until expended: Provided, That fees de-
rived from applications received during fis-
cal year 1996 shall be subject to the fiscal
year 1996 limitation: Provided further, That
none of these funds shall be used to develop,
establish, or operate any program of user
fees authorized by 31 U.8.C. 9701.

In addition, fees pursuant to section 354 of
the Public Health Service Act may be cred-
ited to this account, to remain available
until expended.
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BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

For plans, construction, repair, improve-
ment, extension, alteration, and purchase of
fixed equipment or facilities of or used by
the Food and Drug Administration, where
not otherwise provided, [$15,350,000]
88,350,000, to remain available until expended
(7 U.8.C. 2209b).

RENTAL PAYMENTS (FDA)
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For payment of space rental and related
costs pursuant to Public Law 92-313 for pro-
grams and activities of the Food and Drug
Administration which are included in this
Act, $46,294,000: Provided, That in the event
the Food and Drug Administration should re-
quire modification of space needs, a share of
the salaries and expenses appropriation may
be transferred to this appropriation, or a
share of this appropriation may be trans-
ferred to the salaries and expenses appropria-
tion, but such transfers ghall not exceed 5
percent of the funds made available for rent-
al payments (FDA) to or from this account.

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT SERVICE

PAYMENTS TO THE FARM CREDIT 8YSTEM
FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE CORPORATION

For necessary payments to the Farm Cred-
it System Financial Assistance Corporation
by the Secretary of the Treasury, as author-
ized by section 6.28(c) of the Farm Credit Act
of 1971, as amended, for reimbursement of in-
terest expenses incurred by the Financial As-
sistance Corporation on obligations issued
through 1994, as authorized, $15,453,000.

INDEPENDENT AGENCIES

CoMMODITY FUTURES TRADING COMMISSION

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of the Commodity Exchange Act,
as amended (7 U.8.C. 1 et seq.), including the
purchase and hire of passenger motor vehi-
cles; the rental of space (to include multiple
year leases) in the District of Columbia and
elsewhere; and not to exceed $25,000 for em-
ployment under 5 U.S.C. 3108; [$49,144,0001
$54,058,000, including not to exceed $1,000 for
official reception and representation ex-
penses: Provided, That the Commission is au-
thorized to charge reasonable fees to
attendees of Commission sponsored edu-
cational events and symposia to cover the
Commmission’s costs of providing those events
and symposia, and notwithstanding 31 U.8.C.
3302, said fees shall be credited to this ac-
count, to be available without further appro-
priation.

FARM CREDIT ADMINISTRATION
ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION

SEC. 601. (a) For purposes of the administra-
tion of chapter 89 of title 5§, United States Code,
any period of enrollment under a health benefits
plan administered by the Farm Credit Adminis-
tration prior to the effective date of this Act
shall be deemed to be a period of enrollment in
a health benefits plan under chapter 89 of such
title.

(b)(1) An individual who, on September 30,
1995, is covered by a health benefits plan admin-
istered by the Farm Credit Administration may
enroll in an approved health benefits plan de-
scribed under section 8903 or 8903a of title 5,
United States Code—

(A) either as an individual or for self and
family, if such individual is an employee, annu-
itant, or former spouse as defined under section
8901 of such title; and

(B) for coverage effective on and after Septem-
ber 30, 1995.

(2) An individual who, on September 30, 1995,
is entitled to continued coverage under a health
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benefits plan administered by the Farm Credit
Administration—

(A) shall be deemed to be entitled to continued
coverage under section 8905a of title 5, United
States Code, for the same period that would
have been permitied under the plan adminis-
tered by the Farm Credit Administration; and

(B) may enroll in an approved health benefits
plan described under sections 8903 or 89%03a of
such title in accordance with section 8905A of
such title for coverage effective on and after
September 30, 1995.

(3) An individual who, on September 30, 1995,
is covered as an unmarried dependent child
under a health benefits plan administered by
the Farm Credit Administration and who is not
a member of family as defined under section
8901(5) of title 5, United States Code—

(A) shall be deemed to be entitled to continued
coverage under section 8905a of such title as
though the individual had, on September 30,
1995, ceased to meet the requirements for being
considered an unmarried dependent child under
chapter 89 of such title; and

(B) may enroll in an approved health benefils

plan described under section 8903 or 8903a of
such title in accordance with section 8905a for
cg;l‘stmued coverage on and after September 30,
1995.
(c) The Farm Credit Administration shall
transfer to the Federal Employees Health Bene-
fits Fund established under section 8909 of title
5, United States Code, amounts determined by
the Director of the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment, after consultation with the Farm Credit
Administration, to be necessary to reimburse the
Fund for the cost of providing benefits under
this section not otherwise paid for by the indi-
vidual's covered by this section. The amount so
transferred shall be held in the Fund and used
by the Office in addition to the amounts avail-
able under section 8906(g)(1) of such title.

(d) The Office of Personnel Management—

(1) shall administer the provisions of this sec-
tion to provide for—

(A) a period of notice and open enrollment for
individuals affected by this section; and

(B) no lapse of health coverage for individuals
who enroll in a health benefits plan under
chapter 89 of title 5, United States Code, in ac-
cordance with this section; and
_(2) may prescribe regulations to implement
this section.

TITLE VII—GENERAL PROVISIONS

SEC. T01. Within the unit limit of cost fixed
by law, appropriations and authorizations
made for the Department of Agriculture for
the fiscal year 1996 under this Act shall be
avallable for the purchase, in addition to
those specifically provided for, of not to ex-
ceed 6656 passenger motor vehicles, of which
642 shall be for replacement only, and for the
hire of such vehicles.

SEC. T02. Funds in this Act available to the
Department of Agriculture shall be available
for uniforms or allowances therefor as au-
thorized by law (5 U.8.C. 5901-5902).

SEC. T03. Not less than $1,500,000 of the ap-
propriations of the Department of Agri-
culture in this Act for research and service
work authorized by the Acts of August 14,
1946, and July 28, 1954, and (7 U.S.C. 427, 1621-
1629), and by chapter 63 of title 31, United
States Code, shall be available for contract-
ing in accordance with said Acts and chap-

ter,

SEC. 7T04. The cumulative total of transfers
to the Working Capital Fund for the purpose
of accumulating growth capital for data
services and National Finance Center oper-
ations shall not exceed $2,000,000: Provided,
That no funds in this Act appropriated to an
agency of the Department shall be trans-
ferred to the Working Capital Fund without
the approval of the agency administrator.

September 18, 1995

Sec. 705. New obligational authority pro-
vided for the following appropriation items
in this Act shall remain available until ex-
pended (7 U.8.C. 2209b): Animal and Plant
Health Inspection Service, the contingency
fund to meet emergency conditions, and in-
tegrated systems acquisition project; Con-
solidated Farm Service Agency, salaries and ex-
penses funds made available to county commit-
tees; and Foreign Agricultural Service, mid-
dle-income country training program.

New obligational authority for the boll
weevil program; up to 10 percent of the
screwworm program of the Animal and Plant
Health Inspection Service; Food Safety and
Inspection Service, field automation and in-
formation management project; funds appro-
priated for rental payments; funds for the
Native American institutions endowment
fund in the Cooperative State Research, Edu-
cation, and Extension Service, and funds for
the competitive research grants (7 U.8.C.
450i(b)) shall remain available until ex-
pended.

SEC. 706. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall remain available for
obligation beyond the current fiscal year un-
less expressly so provided herein.

S8Ec. 707. Not to exceed $50,000 of the appro-
priations available to the Department of Ag-
riculture in this Act shall be available to
provide appropriate orientation and lan-
guage training pursuant to Public Law 94-
449

SEC. 708. No funds appropriated by this Act
may be used to pay negotiated indirect cost
rates on cooperative agreements or similar
arrangements between the United States De-
partment of Agriculture and nonprofit insti-
tutions in excess of 10 percent of the total di-
rect cost of the agreement when the purpose
of such cooperative arrangements is to carry
out programs of mutual interest between the
two parties. This does not preclude appro-
priate payment of indirect costs on grants
and contracts with such institutions when
such indirect costs are computed on a simi-
lar basis for all agencies for which appropria-
tions are provided in this Act.

SEC. 709. Notwithstanding any other provi-
slon of this Act, commodities acquired by
the Department in connection with Commod-
ity Credit Corporation and section 32 price
support operations may be used, as author-
ized by law (156 U.S8.C. Tl4c and 7 U.8.C. 6120),
to provide commodities to individuals in
cases of hardship as determined by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture.

SEC. 7T10. None of the funds in this Act shall
be avallable to reimburse the General Serv-
ices Administration for payment of space
rental and related costs in excess of the
amounts specified in this Act; nor shall this
or any other provision of law require a re-
duction in the level of rental space or serv-
ices below that of fiscal year [1994] 1995 or
prohibit an expansion of rental space or serv-
ices with the use of funds otherwise appro-
priated in this Act. Further, no agency of the
Department of Agriculture, from funds oth-
erwise available, shall reimburse the General
Services Administration for payment of
space rental and related costs provided to
such agency at a percentage rate which is
greater than is available in the case of funds
appropriated in this Act.

EC. T11. None of the funds in this Act shall
be available to restrict the authority of the
Commodity Credit Corporation to lease
space for its own use or to lease space on be-
half of other agencies of the Department of
Agriculture when such space will be jointly
occupied.

SEC. T12. [None] With the exception of grants
awarded under the Small Business Innovation
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Development Act of 1982, Public Law 97-219, as
amended (15 U.S.C. 638), none of the funds in
this Act shall be available to pay indirect
costs on research grants awarded competi-
tively by the Cooperative State Research,
Education, and Extension Service that ex-
ceed 14 percent of total Federal funds pro-
vided under each award.

SEC. T13. Notwithstanding any other provi-
slons of this Act, all loan levels provided in
this Act shall be considered estimates, not
limitations.

SEC. T14. Appropriations to the Department
of Agriculture for the cost of direct and
guaranteed loans made available in fiscal
year 1996 shall remain available until ex-
pended to cover obligations made in fiscal
year 1996 for the following accounts: the
rural development loan fund program ac-
count; the Rural Telephone Bank program
account; the rural electrification and tele-
communications loans program account; and
the rural economic development loans pro-
gram account.

SEC. 715, Such sums as may be necessary
for fiscal year 1996 pay ralses for programs
funded by this Act shall be absorbed within
the levels appropriated in this Act.

BEC. T16. (a) COMPLIANCE WITH BUY AMER-
ICAN AcT.—None of the funds made available
in this Act may be expended by an entity un-
less the entity agrees that in expending the
funds the entity will comply with sections 2
through 4 of the Act of March 8, 1983 (41
U.8.C. 10a-10¢; popularly known as the “Buy
American Act”).

(b) SBENSE OF CONGRESS; REQUIREMENT RE-
GARDING NOTICE.—

(1) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIPMENT
AND PRODUCTS.—In the case of any equipment
or product that may be authorized to be pur-
chased with financial assistance provided
using funds made available in this Act, it is
the sense of the Congress that entities re-
celving the assistance should, in expending
the assistance, purchase only American-
made equipment and products.

(2) NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE.—
In providing financial assistance using funds
made available in this Act, the head of each
Federal agency shall provide to each recipi-
ent of the assistance a notice describing the
statement made in paragraph (1) by the Con-

gTess.

(c) PROHIBITION OF CONTRACTS WITH PER-
SON8 FALSELY LABELING PRODUCTS AS MADE
IN AMERICA.—If it has been finally deter-
mined by a court or Federal agency that any
person intentionally affixed a label bearing a
““‘Made in America" inscription, or any in-
scription with the same meaning, to any
product sold in or shipped to the United
States that is not made in the United States,
the person shall be ineligible to receive any
contract or subcontract made with funds
made available in this Act, pursuant to the
debarment, suspension, and ineligibility pro-
cedures described in sections 9.400 through
9.409 of title 48, Code of Federal Regulations.

S8ec. T17. Notwithstanding the Federal
Grant and Cooperative Agreement Act, mar-
keting services of the Agricultural Market-
ing Service may use cooperative agreements
to reflect a relationship between Agricul-
tural Marketing Service and a State or Co-
operator to carry out agricultural marketing

8.

SEC. 7T18. PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS FOR
HONEY PAYMENTS OR LOAN FORFEITURES.—
Notwithstanding any other provision of this
Act, none of the funds appropriated or other-
wise made available by this Act shall be used
by the Secretary of Agriculture to provide
for a total amount of payments and/or total
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amount of loan forfeitures to a person to
support the price of honey under section 207
of the [Agriculture] Agricultural Act of 1949
(T U.8.C. 1446h) and section 405A of such Act
(7 U.8.C. 1425a) in excess of zero dollars in
the 1994, 1995, and 1996 crop years.

SEC. 719. None of the funds in this Act may
be used to retire more than 5 percent of the
Class A stock of the Rural Telephone Bank.

SEC. 720, None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act may be
used to provide benefits to households whose
benefits are calculated using a standard de-
duction greater than the standard deduction
in effect for fiscal year 1995.

SEC, T21. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used for any program,
project, or activity when it 18 made known
to the Federal entity or official to which the
funds are made available that the program,
project, or activity is not in compliance with
any applicable Federal law relating to risk
assessment, the protection of private prop-
erty rights, or unfunded mandates.

[SEc. 722. None of the funds made available
in this Act shall be used to increase, from
the fiscal year 1995 level, the level of Full
Time Equivalency Positions (whether
through new hires or by transferring full
time eqivalents from other offices) in any of
the following Food and Drug Administration
offices: Office of the Commissioner, Office of
Policy, Office of External Affairs (Immediate
Office, as well as Office of Health Affairs, Of-
fice of Legislative Affairs, Office of
Consumer Affairs, and Office of Public Af-
fairs), and the Office of Management and
Systems (Immediate Office, as well as Office
of Planning and Evaluation and Office of
Management).

[SEc. 723. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to provide assistance
to, or to pay the salaries of personnel who
carry out a market promotion program pur-
suant to section 203 of the Agricultural
Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5623) that provides
assistance to, the U.8. Mink Export Develop-
ment Council or any mink industry trade as-
sociation.]

SEC. 724. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act shall be
used to enroll in ercess of 100,000 acres in the
fiscal year 1996 wetlands reserve program, as
authorized by 16 U.S.C. 3837.

SEC. 725. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act shall be
used to pay the salaries of personnel who carry
out an erport enhancement program (estimated
to be 31,000,000,000 in the President's fiscal year
1996 Budget (H. Doc. 104-4)) if the aggregate
amount of funds and/or commodities under such
program exceeds $800,000,000.

SEC. 726. None of the funds made available in
this Act shall be used to pay the salaries of per-
sonnel to provide assistance to livestock produc-
ers under provisions of title VI of the Agricul-
tural Act of 1949 if crop insurance protection or
noninsured crop disaster assistance for the loss
of feed produced on the farm is available to the
producer under the Federal Crop Insurance Act,
as amended.

SEC. 727. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act shall be
used to enroll additional acres in the Conserva-
tion Reserve Program authorized by 16 U.S.C.
3831-3845: Provided, That 1,579,000 new acres
shall be enrolled in the program in the year be-
ginning January 1, 1997,

SEC. 728. DISASTER ASSISTANCE FOR INSECT
DAMAGE TO 1995 COTTON CROP.—{a) IN GEN-
ERAL.—Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, such sums as may be necessary, not to ex-
ceed $41,000,000, of funds of the Commodity
Credit Corporation shall be available, through
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April 15, 1996, to producers of the 1995 crop of
cotton that was adversely affected by insect
damage under terms and conditions determined
by the Secretary of Agriculture.

{b) ADDITIONAL ASSISTANCE.—Any assistance
provided under subsection (a) shall be in addi-
tion to any assistance provided under Public
Law 103-354 or any other provision of law.

SEC. 729. None of the funds appropriated or

otherwise made available by this Act may be
used to develop compliance guidelines, imple-
ment or enforce a regulation promulgated by the
Food Safety and Inspection Service on August
25, 1995 (60 Fed. Reg. 44396): Provided, That this
regulation shall take effect only if legislation is
enacted into law which directs the Secretary of
Agriculture to promulgate such regulation, or
the House Committee on Agriculture and the
Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition and
Forestry receive and approve a proposed revised
regulation submitted by the Secretary of Agri-
culture,

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Agriculture,
Rural Development, Food and Drug Adminis-
tration, and Related Agencies Appropria-
tions Act, 1996".

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, this
bill proposes fiscal year 1996 funding
for the Department of Agriculture, the
Food and Drug Administration, the
Commodity Futures Trading Commis-
sion, and expenses and payments of the
farm credit system. As reported, the
bill recommends total new budget au-
thority for this new fiscal year of $63.8
billion. This is $5.2 billion less than the
fiscal year 1995 level. It is $2.6 billion
less than the President's fiscal year
1996 budget request. But it is $1.2 bil-
lion more than the level recommended
in bill passed by the House of Rep-
resentatives.

One interesting thing to observe
about this bill is that over 63 percent of
the funds proposed to be appropriated
in this legislation for the Department
of Agriculture will go to funding the
Nation’s domestic food assistance pro-
grams. I can recall, when I was first
honored by being given the opportunity
of chairing this subcommittee in 1981,
the majority of the funds appropriated
to the Department of Agriculture for
its activities went to funding support
activities for production agriculture—
reimbursements to the Commodity
Credit Corporation, for example, for
net realized losses; funds for agri-
culture research; for soil and water
conservation; for rural development.
And included in these activities were,
of course, the food and nutrition pro-
grams such as the Food Stamp Pro-
gram, Women, Infants, and Children
Program; the School Lunch Programs,
elderly feeding programs, commodity
distribution programs, a wide variety
of domestic food assistance programs.

But, today, we have seen a trend
which has now reached a point where
the clear majority of the funding re-
quired by the Department of Agri-
culture is for the food and nutrition
programs rather than for traditional
agriculture programs. So, as we discuss
and consider any amendments that
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Senators will offer to this bill, we must
keep in mind that we are doing our
part in this bill to meet the challenge
of deficit reduction, in trying to con-
trol the growth of spending at the Fed-
eral level.

We have $5.2 billion proposed in this
bill, less than the amount of budget au-
thority in this fiscal year. I think it is
a clear illustration of the commitment
of this subcommittee to fulfill the
commitment that we have all made in
the budget resolution to get better con-
trol over our spending practices at the
Federal level and to meet the challenge
of balancing the budget under the plan
to do so over the next 7 years.

To compare the 63 percent level of
funding of domestic food programs in
this bill with previous years, in this
fiscal year those funds total 58 percent
of the budget authority in this bill. In-
cluding congressional budget
scorekeeping adjustments and prior-
year spending actions, this bill rec-
ommends total discretionary spending
of $13.310 billion in budget authority
and $13.608 billion in outlays for fiscal
year 1996. These amounts are consist-
ent with the subcommittee's discre-
tionary spending allocations.

As a result of these constraints of al-
location and the budget resolution as-
sumptions and directions, few funding
increases are recommended in this bill
for any programs and activities under
the jurisdiction of the subcommittee.
Most programs are funded at or below
this current fiscal year level.

There is one significant program in-
crease provided in this bill, a $260 mil-
lion increase for the WIC Program, the
Women, Infants, and Children Pro-
gram. This is the same as contained in
the bill passed by the House. This in-
crease is necessary if we are going to
maintain the 1995 WIC caseload levels
during the next year.

Other discretionary spending in-
creases include an additional $17.9 mil-
lion for rural housing rental assistance
to meet the estimated costs of contract
renewal and servicing requirements; an
increase of $42.9 million to continue
the efforts of the Food Safety and In-
spection Service to assure the safety of
our Nation's food supply; a $5.1 million
net increase in rural housing loan pro-
gram authorizations; a $50 million in-
crease in farm operating loans; and a
$33 million increase for the food dona-
tions program on Indian reservations.
Except for rural housing, all of these
increases fall well below the increased
levels requested by the President in the
budget submission we received this
year.

There are funds in the bill for agri-
culture research and extension pro-
grams. In my judgment, the $1 billion—
a little over $1 billion—appropriated
for these activities are funds well in-
vested. We are confronted right now
with a real challenge in the production
agriculture area because of increased
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competition from overseas, producers
in the international marketplace.

We are confronted with new chal-
lenges of pest management, of trying
to improve yields while at the same
time preserving in a more aggressive
way our soil and water resources. To
accomplish all of that, and to still
make it possible for farmers to operate
profitably, we have to invest in upgrad-
ing and maintaining our modern tech-
nological advantage.

That is the key to the future produc-
tivity of our Nation’s farmers. That is
the key to the realization of the expec-
tations of the American people to have
an adequate supply of reasonably
priced food and consumer products. So
that is why this part of the bill, in my
view, is so important.

I wish we had the ability under the
constraints of the budget and our allo-
cation to appropriate more money for
these purposes. Much of this research
is done in Agriculture Research Service
facilities throughout the country.
These are Department of Agriculture-
operated research facilities such as
here in the Washington area, in Belts-
ville, MD, and throughout the country.
Other research is done through the Co-
operative State Research, Education,
and Extension Service account that is
funded in this bill, where funds are
made available to university and col-
lege-research facilities and other spon-
soring entities, where funds are
matched by the Federal Government to
help pay the costs of important re-
search in the agriculture food produc-
tion and related areas of concern.

So although the $1.025 billion for ag-
riculture research and extension pro-
gram activity is $22 million less than
this current year’s level and $17 million
less than the President’s request, it is
$30 million more than recommended in
the House-passed bill. So, in conference
we will have a challenge to negotiate
what we hope will be an increase in the
allocation of funds for these purposes.

For extension activities, the bill pro-
vides $2 million less than the current
year’s level. But that level of funding
is still $24 million over the House bill
level.

For farm credit programs, the bill
provides $3.2 billion in loan -levels,
which is an increase of $174 million
from the House-recommended level.

The bill also recommends funding for
a new Rural Community Advancement
Program. We have recommended the
consolidation of funding for seven rural
development grant and loan programs
under one account, consistent with the
Senate Agriculture Committee's ac-
tions on these programs.

Senators will remember that we have
just completed authorizing a reorga-
nization of the Department of Agri-
culture. This has principally been driv-
en by the leadership of the distin-
guished Senator from Indiana [Mr.
LUGAR] who, as the ranking Republican
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member of the Agriculture Committee
a few years ago, strongly urged our
committee to pressure the administra-
tion to embark upon a reorganization
program. As a matter of fact, current
law authorized many of the steps that
were urged to be taken by Senator
LUGAR, and others, in this area.

But the administration wanted the
Congress involved because obviously
there were controversies. There were
differences of opinion about how far to
go, how much to change, which offices
to close, how to consolidate regional
offices, and where the new offices
would be relocated—a wide range of
controversial and political hot potato-
type issues which the Senate Agri-
culture Committee worked on very
hard.

Senator LEAHY was chairman when
our effort began and now, under the
chairmanship of Senator LUGAR with
Senator LEAHY as ranking member, we
are monitoring. We are monitoring the
reorganization effort to ensure that,
first of all, it is consistent with the
new authorities for reorganization
granted by the Congress to the Presi-
dent and the administration and that
it also is undertaken in a way that
makes the Department more efficient
and saves money and cuts down the
costs that are unnecessary—in many
areas, where there has been duplication
and overlapping—unnecessary expendi-
tures of funds.

So this bill we are presenting today
carries forward some of the principles
contained in the Department of Agri-
culture Reorganization Act and empha-
sizes consolidation for the purpose of
improving delivery of services as well
as the efficiency of the Department of
Agriculture.

So we spell out in this bill the con-
solidation of funding for some of these
programs so that our bill will reflect
the changes and the efforts that have
been made or proposed by both the ad-
ministration and the Congress.

The administration proposed to con-
solidate a number of programs that we
disagreed with them about—their total
number was 12 programs—into some-
thing called the rural performance
partnership initiative. But our pro-
posal consolidates only 7 programs, and
represents a reduction of 15.9 percent
from the current appropriations level
versus the House bill, which proposes a
17.7-percent reduction.

One thing that we were concerned
about—I will have to be candid with
Senators—is that the administration
was suggesting almost a block-grant-
type approach to the administration,
that they could then allocate to State
administrators and give them a wide
range of discretion without oversight
authority in the Congress for how
these programs were to be adminis-
tered.

I think it would be an abrogation of
congressional responsibility if we went
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along with that recommendation as I
understood it. We are for giving more
flexibility to managers and administra-
tion officials, but we are not prepared
at this point to just simply send a
lump sum appropriation to the Depart-
ment of Agriculture and say, “Why
don’t you use this any way you think is
appropriate.”

We are here in a representative ca-
pacity for the States, and on the House
side for individual citizens, and we
have a role to play in this. We are tak-
ing that role very seriously. So in our
oversight hearings and in the hearings
we had in the beginning of this year,
where administration officials came to
testify about their proposals and how
the funds that we would appropriate
would be needed, we questioned them
very carefully about their intentions in
using these funds and how they would
shift funds from one activity to an-
other based on local situations.

So what I am saying is that we are in
favor of consolidation, we are in favor
of giving managers more authority
than they may have been given in the
past in the strict categories of funding,
but we are not willing to turn loose
completely of our responsibilities to
monitor carefully the administration
of these programs and the expenditure
of these funds for rural development
activities. Rural water and sewer sys-
tem projects and loans to help build in-
frastructure facilities in areas that are
economically disadvantaged are all a
part of this effort. Housing programs,
which have been given less than the
funds we think are needed by the other
body, are also very important.

There are a lot of unmet needs in
many parts of the country in this area
of concern. In my State of Mississippi,
we hope to continue to have a very ag-
gressive effort by the Federal agencies
in that State to help improve the eco-
nomic opportunities of those who live
in the small towns and rural commu-
nities, opportunities for jobs, opportu-
nities to enjoy a standard of living that
will be attractive rather than so unat-
tractive that people are forced to move
into the cities. We think that is bad
public policy, to see the rural commu-
nities deteriorate to such a point where
they are uninhabitable and folks do not
want to live there anymore.

That is a real problem we face, and
we are trying to do something about
that in the way we are funding pro-
grams in this legislation. States have
responsibilities, too. Of course, the pri-
vate sector does. But we have in this
bill some special efforts that we hope
will provide incentives for economic
activity in rural areas and small
towns. We are going to continue to
monitor the administration’s activities
to be sure they are working.

For discretionary conservation pro-
grams, the bill recommends $6 million
more than the House level. It also pro-
vides $2.9 billion in total rural housing
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loan authorizations. This is $457 mil-
lion more than the House level and $146
million more than the President's re-
quest. So we are committed in this leg-
islation to doing something about rural
housing.

The other agencies that are funded in
this bill, as I mentioned at the outset,
include the Commodity Futures Trad-
ing Commission, the Food and Drug
Administration, and expenses of the
Farm Credit Administration.

We trust that the funds proposed to
be appropriated for these agencies
meet the needs of these agencies. There
is always a request for more funding
than we are able to provide because we
are cutting spending, and we have to
remind those who come to testify be-
fore our committee that this applies to
everybody. There is very little oppor-
tunity to provide increases. I have
highlighted some of the increases. But
it is very rare to see any account in
this bill that is funded above the cur-
rent level of funding. However, the bill
does allow increases in funding for
some FDA activities, food and drug ac-
tivities, supported by the authorized
Prescription Drug Act, and mammog-
raphy facilities inspection user fee col-
lections.

This, incidentally, is the same
amount as recommended by the other
body.

The bill also provides a $1 billion
Food Stamp Program reserve which
was not recommended by the House.
The administration strongly urged the
inclusion of a reserve, and tradition-
ally there has been a reserve to dllow
for unforeseen activities, economic
problems, natural disasters which
would cause an emergency need for
food stamps that might run the pro-
gram above the expected level of fund-
ing. The administration wanted us to
appropriate $2.6 billion, but we think
the amount we have in the bill will be
sufficient to protect the continuation
of benefits in the event of any unex-
pected rise in program participation
levels.

In addition, the bill provides $20.5
million above the House level for the
Consolidated Farm Service Agency as
well as $10 million for InfoShare. This
is the Department’s project to inte-
grate its information systems, to im-
prove service delivery to those who de-
pend upon farm and rural service agen-
cy activities.

Most of the money in this bill—80
percent—is required to be appropriated
under the mandates of Federal law.
Only 20 percent of the total amount
funded in this bill is discretionary. And
so when Senators are looking at this
bill and they are saying, well, we can
add money or we can take money out,
you are only going to be able to sug-
gest amendments to 20 percent of the
total $63.8 billion contained in this bill.
The other funds that are appropriated
are required to be spent by law. We do
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not have any choice. That is why it is
important for us to continue our ef-
forts on the second track of changing
the law in many areas so that the fu-
ture requirements for funding will be
less than they are today in those areas
in which Congress decides to make
changes. If we are going to get to that
balanced budget figure in T years, we
are going to have to make changes not
only in the appropriations of funds as
these bills come up but, more impor-
tantly, in the requirements of law that
force Congress to spend money every
year. So this bill contains 80 percent
mandatory expenditures.

To conclude, Mr. President, almost
all agriculture and rural development
programs have been reduced below cur-
rent levels to meet the subcommittee’s
lower discretionary spending alloca-
tions. Further cuts in spending limita-
tions have been necessary to offset the
few increases that are provided in the
bill.

Mr. President, it has been a distinct
pleasure and privilege for me to con-
tinue to have the honor of working
with the distinguished ranking member
of the subcommittee, Senator BUMPERS
of Arkansas.

He is my neighbor. He is my friend.
He has been my colleague now in the
Senate for 16 years. I have been here 16
years. I think he was elected to the
Senate the same year I was elected to
the House.

So we have been here for long
enough, I suppose, to know the ac-
counts and to know and understand the
needs of our States. And this bill re-
flects a consensus of Republican and
Democratic interests as represented on
our subcommittee. And I believe that
the bill represents a balanced and re-
sponsible level of funding recommenda-
tions within the limited resources
available to this subcommittee.

I urge my colleagues to support this
legislation. I know there may be some
differences of opinion on specific items
in the bill. But if there are, I hope Sen-
ators will bring them up. If they have
amendments, we will be glad to con-
sider them. We hope to be able to com-
plete action on this bill tomorrow. And
under the unanimous-consent agree-
ment, there will not be any votes on
any amendments today before the hour
of 5:15 p.m.

I also want to thank all the members
of the subcommittee who have helped
us develop this legislation. We had a
lot of hearings. We had an opportunity
to look at the President’s budget re-
quest. Other requests that Members
have suggested we considered. We have
tried to be fair with everybody. And I
hope that Senators will agree and also
agree that this bill does recommend an
investment of funds and an allocation
of available resources that will help
sustain our effort to continue to be the
most productive agriculture economy
in the world. We have a lot at stake in
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maintaining this ability, not only to
feed and clothe our own citizens here in
the United States, but to use this great
resource as an economic benefit to cre-
ate jobs through the sale of agriculture
commodities and foodstuffs throughout
the world.

We are the largest economic exporter
of food commodities in the world. This
year we are going to bring into our
economy a total of about $50 billion
that would represent the value of ex-
ports that have been generated by our
farm and food industries. So there is a
tremendous amount depending upon
the support activities that we have
funded in this bill. So I hope Senators
will support the legislation. And we
would appreciate it very much, if you
do have amendments, to please bring
them to the floor and let us debate
them today, complete our debate on as
many as we can so we can pass the bill
tomorrow.

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, first, I
want to thank my distinguished col-
league from Mississippi, Senator CocH-
RAN, chairman of this subcommittee,
for his very kind and generous remarks
directed toward me. And I would like
to reciprocate by saying that this com-
mittee has always been marked by a
lot of conciliation and cooperation. I
chaired the subcommittee for a couple
of years. I did my very best to collabo-
rate and cooperate with Senator CocH-
RAN when he was ranking member. And
we have had that kind of relationship.
And I think the Senate would be well
served if every committee chairman
and ranking member could stand on
the floor and honestly say that they
have had fine cooperation with each
other.

That is not to say that Senator COCH-
RAN and I have agreed on every jot and
tittle in the bill. We have not. But con-
sidering the limitations under which he
has been laboring, namely, what we
call the 602(b) allocation, I think he
has performed an outstanding—an out-
standing—job of cutting this budget
dramatically in accordance with the
602(b) allocation and yet funding pro-
grams that both he and I believe are
absolutely critical to rural develop-
ment and agriculture in this country.

Some $40.2 billion, or 63 percent, of
the total funds in this bill go to fund-
ing the Nation’s domestic food assist-
ance programs: food stamps, national
school lunch program, elderly feeding
programs, supplemental feeding pro-
grams for women, infants and children,
usually described as the WIC program.
Everybody believes—it is a strange
thing—I must say this, some of the so-
cial programs which have fallen into
disrepute around here and everybody
wants to cut has not been true of the
WIC program. Everybody knows that if
a poor pregnant woman does not get a
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decent protein diet, the child is going
to be brain deficient. And everybody
knows that for virtually pennies that
can be curbed and eliminated. And the
WIC program is designed to make sure
that poor pregnant women get a decent
diet because we all benefit from that.

I might digress just a moment to say,
Mr. President, that everybody in this
world was not so favored as I was. I
chose my parents very well. A lot of
people have not had that opportunity.
And so this idea of, '‘Smell me, why
can't everybody be rich and beautiful
like me?"” has come into too much
vogue in the U.S. Congress.

There are an awful lot of people who
never had a chance from day one. And
some of these programs that everybody
thinks were put in over the past years,
starting with Franklin Roosevelt, were
done just on a whim and caprice or to
get votes—there is enough of that to
make that characterization credible—
but people should realize that these
programs were designed to fulfill a pur-
pose. Why does anybody think we have
Social Security?

Incidentally, now I am not here just
to deliver a moral sermonette this
morning, but just to make a few points
I do not think hurts occasionally. Why
do you think we have Social Security?
I am not going to belabor the point.
Everybody knows why we have Social
Security. It is because parents were of-
tentimes sort of thrown on the mercy
of society because their children either
would not or could not take care of
them.

So Franklin Roosevelt very wisely
decided everybody is entitled to a little
dignity in their old age. And that is the
reason it is easily the most popular so-
cial program that has ever been devel-
oped in this country. And now it is not
particularly a social program because
it is self-funding.

And why is it we have food stamps,
which is within the jurisdiction of this
committee? We have food stamps be-
cause we made a conscious decision in
about 1972 that we did not want any
child in this country going hungry.

I just returned from a trip abroad
which included Mongolia. I notice that
the First Lady visited Mongolia about
a week after some of us were there.
You always learn more on those trips
than you think you are going to.
Ulaanbaatar, the capital of Mongolia,
which is struggling to democratize,
which needs our help, has 4,000 children
under 10 years of age on the streets.
And they die in the wintertime.
Strangely enough, that city’s motto is
“The coldest capital in the world.”
They need a new PR agent. I cannot
imagine anybody wanting to visit a
city because it is the coldest city in
the world as a capital city.

But my wife Betty, who has spent her
life in children’s programs, got ex-
tremely concerned about that when we
got there and discovered that. And she
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went to some of the facilities where
they care for children. And she said
these children—they have a central
heating system there, which serves vir-
tually the whole city. Can you imag-
ine—can you imagine being dependent
on one gigantic pipe to heat an entire
city? Well, anyway, these children live
in those pipes in the wintertime, but
even so they die in great numbers.
They are cast out by their families,
abandoned by their families through no
fault of their own.

In this country, we decided in 1972
that we did not want street children,
we did not want any child to suffer
from lack of food. So that is the reason
we have food stamps.

I use those illustrations simply be-
cause they are two of the most power-
ful I can think of. But back to the WIC
Program, we have fully funded WIC, as
long as I can remember in this commit-
tee, whether the Republicans or the
Democrats are in charge. The Senator
from Mississippi has very consciously
and nobly made sure that that program
was fully funded in this budget.

Mr. President, while we have an
awful lot of money in this budget, the
amount that the chairman and the
committee has to deal with is very
small by comparison. Out of $60 billion
plus in the bill, virtually all of it is en-
titlements, such as food stamps—$28
billion this year, with a $1 billion re-
serve. The President wanted a $2.5 bil-
lion reserve. That simply is not pos-
sible within the framework of the
amount of money with which we had to
deal. Of the $60 billion plus this com-
mittee deals with, only $13.6 billion is
available to us in outlays; that is, the
money that will actually be spent in
1996. So we met our allocation. We cut
in places where it hurts.

The President says he will veto the
House bill, for reasons I am not going
to belabor here. I do not believe the
President will veto this bill, though he
has voiced some concerns.

So, Mr. President, having said all of
those things, I would be remiss if I did
not say there is one thing that still
troubles me about the bill and the only
really serious disagreement—and this
is a friendly disagreement with my dis-
tinguished chairman—and that is the
Market Promotion Program.

Both the House and Senate have
funded the Market Promotion Pro-
gram, I believe, at $110 million. The
House put $110 million in, and that is
what the Senate bill has. Senator
BRYAN and I will attempt to strike
that from this bill at some point dur-
ing the deliberation on it.

Again, I am not going to belabor that
except simply to say I have always—
no, not always, I think I may have sup-
ported this once or twice—but for the
past 3 or 4 years, I have been very
much opposed to the Market Pro-
motion Program because it gives
money to the biggest corporations in
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America to help them sell not wheat,
not corn abroad—we have $2 billion in
export incentives now, this is only $110
million. This helps McDonald's, for ex-
ample, introduce the Big Mac around
the world.

I do not know what McDonald's sales
are. My guess would be somewhere be-
tween $10 billion and $15 billion a year.
My question is, why on Earth should
we be subsidizing McDonald's? Why
should we be subsidizing Gallo Wine,
another company not exactly a pauper?
There are literally hundreds of cor-
porations on the list, and virtually
every one of them are quite able to do
these things on their own. -

I just simply cannot support that.
Last year, we got beat badly. I think
we got 36 votes last year—37. We only
got 37 votes last year to kill this pro-
gram. So it seems to me well and
healthy. The phones are ringing off the
wall now by the companies who enjoy
the few million bucks they get out of
that program every year.

It is an amazing thing, is it not, how
everybody knows exactly when these
appropriations bills are coming up.
This morning, I watched an ad by the
Boeing Corp. It shows all these chil-
dren in the classroom talking about
how wonderful space is, shown inter-
mittently with people space walking. It
just so happens that the space station
is on the agenda this week. So all these
ads start flooding television, and I
know that my efforts to kill the space
station are probably dead on arrival.

When I think about how we had to
labor over this bill to provide money
for wastewater and drinking water for
rural areas, and as we cut education
unbelievably, and as we cut welfare un-
believably, as we are now proposing to
cut the earned income tax credit,
which I think is one of the best pro-
grams to deal with welfare we have
ever invented, and then I see us headed
toward a $94 billion—§$94 billion—to
throw something into space that we
might use to go to Mars. Forget all
that medical science research. The
Russians have had space stations up for
20 years. If they have gotten anything
out of it, they have very carefully
guarded it. Nobody knows what it is.

We have been sending shuttles up for
as long as I can remember now, and
what have we gotten out of it? I no-
ticed this week they developed some
tools that they say will work to put
the space station together.

I do not want to do the space station
debate here. I am simply saying that
the deficit is the No. 1 problem in the
country, and everybody wants to do
something about it, including yours
truly. I have been standing back there
at my desk since I have been in the
Senate saying that. It is a question of
priorities. We do not need the space
station; we need to educate our chil-
dren. We do not need the Market Pro-
motion Program; we need to build
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water and sewer facilities for our rural
people under the heading of rural de-
velopment. We need it for Head Start.

This morning when I went down-
stairs, Betty was sitting with a man
who used to be the dean of the depart-
ment of public health at Harvard, How-
ard Hyatt. Over the years, because of
Betty's activities in the immunization
programs and the peace movement, she
got to know Dr. Hyatt. He is secretary
of the American Academy of Arts and
Sciences. 84 I got a chance to visit
with him for about 30 minutes before I
came to work.

He says the American Academy of
Arts and Sciences have a lot of projects
going, but one of their new ones is lit-
eracy. That does not sound very sexy;
everybody talks about literacy. But
what they want to do, of course, is to
develop a program, as they are doing in
a pilot program in Boston right now, to
try to develop early intervention,
which is the key to everything. If a
child cannot read, the child has not a
dog’s chance.

So I told him I would try to help.
That is what Head Start is all about,
early intervention, teaching children
to read.

Mr. President, one of the things
trendy in this country is everybody
wants to jump on agriculture. You read
all those stories lately about how ter-
rible agriculture is and how much they
suck out of the Federal Treasury. The
truth of the matter is, the American
farmers still produce food for the
American consumers at a smaller price
than any nation on Earth. Happily,
commodity prices are at a point now
where these subsidies do not amount to
nearly as much as they used to, but ev-
erybody wants to do away with them.
We produce rice in our State and we
will ship it to Japan for $2560 a ton. The
Japanese farmers get $900 a ton for
growing rice in their own country.

Mr. President, I understand that Sen-
ator REID has an amendment and will
be here shortly to offer it. I hope that
during the course of the day, we can
dispose of some of these amendments,
start voting on them at 5:15 this after-
noon, and finish this bill no later than
tomorrow.

Again, my sincere thanks and con-
gratulations to Senator COCHRAN for
the magnificent job he has done under
unbelievably difficult circumstances.

I yield the floor.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished Senator from
Arkansas for his kind remarks and for
his help and hard work in putting to-
gether this legislation.

When we presented this bill to the
full Committee on Appropriations, a
number of committee amendments
were adopted and approved at that
point. I am going to propose a unani-
mous-consent request that these com-
mittee amendments be considered and
agreed to, en bloc, with some excep-
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tions which will include two amend-
ments that we adopted, one of which
had to do with an earmark of funds
that would be available to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture for additional
and supplemental disaster assistance
and, in addition, to the catastrophic
crop insurance benefits that are avail-
able to agriculture producers. During
the full committee markup, Senator
KERREY of Nebraska indicated that he
would offer an amendment to strike
that provision. So that is exempted
from this request.

There is also a provision in the bill
dealing with a regulation promulgated
by the Department of Agriculture re-
lating to the labeling of frozen poultry
products. One or more of the Senators
from California will offer an amend-
ment on that subject. So that amend-
ment is exempted from this proposal.

With that explanation, Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
committee amendments to H.R. 1976 be
considered and agreed to, en bloc, with
the exception of the portion of the
committee amendment appearing on
page 83, line 4, down through and in-
cluding line 2 on page 84, provided that
no points of order are waived thereon,
and that the measure, as amended, be
considered as original text for the pur-
pose of further amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

So the committee amendments were
considered and agreed to, en bloc, with
the exception of the committee amend-

ment beginning on page 83, line 4,
through page 84, line 2.
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I hope

Senators will—as suggested by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Arkansas—
come to the floor now and offer amend-
ments. We will be happy to debate
them and consider them.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Phil Schwab,
a congressional fellow in the Demo-
cratic leader’s office, be granted floor
privileges during floor consideration of
the agriculture appropriations bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the pending com-
mittee amendment be temporarily laid
aside.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
AMENDMENT NO. 2685
(Purpose: To prohibit the use of any funds
appropriated under this act for Board of

Tea experts)

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID], for
himself and Mr. BROWN, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 2685,

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the follow-
ing:

SEC. .BOARD OF TEA EXPERTS.

None of the funds appropriated under this
Act may be used for the salaries or expenses
of the Board of Tea experts established under
section 2 of the Act entitled ‘*An Act to pre-
vent the importation of impure and unwhole-
some tea", approved March 2, 1897 (21 U.S.C.
42).

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have
heard my friend, the senior Senator
from Arkansas and ranking member
and comanager of this bill, on many oc-
casions stand on this floor and talk
about things he has done or tried to do
over the years that keep coming back.
Well, this amendment takes second fid-
dle to none of the amendments that the
Senator from Arkansas has offered.

Mr. President, 2 years ago, I offered
an amendment to do away with a tea
tasting board. The amendment passed.
Everyone thought the tea tasting
board was history. Wrong. This organi-
zation, which was founded and formed
in 1897, is back with a vengeance. How?
No one seems to know. But it is back
spending taxpayers’' money tasting tea.

Mr. President, this amendment is of-
fered on behalf of myself and Senator
BrROWN of Colorado. I would like the
RECORD to reflect that.

Mr. President, when I offered this
amendment 2 years ago, there was gen-
eral acceptance that this was the right
thing to do. Why? Because it does not
seem appropriate anymore that we
need people to swish tea around in
their mouth to determine if the texture
is right and the taste is just right. This
is an anachronism that should have
gone out right after the turn of the
century. Yet, with the new century fast
approaching, they are still swishing
tea.

I have learned in recent months that
my efforts to eliminate the Board of
Tea experts somehow was lost in the
bureaucratic shuffle that takes place
during the conference held on this bill
and that takes place in the bowels of
the Agricultural Department.

There is no reason for this tea tast-
ing board. The reason people are upset
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with Government is because of things
like this. You would think that a group
of gentlemen and ladies working to-
gether would have had the courtesy to
say, ‘‘Senator REID, we are going to
keep the Tea Tasting Board; we do not
care what you do on the floor.” But
rather than do that, they sneak around
in the dark of the night in some office
room here in Washington and figure
out a way to thwart the will of Con-
gress.

My amendment passed both bodies 2
years ago, but the Board is still here.
This is the reason people are upset
about Government.

Is there a single human being in the
United States that favors a tea tasting
board or the Board of Tea experts? Is
there anybody that favors this? The
answer is no, unless you are one of the
tea tasters. There is no reason for this.
Yet, we are spending a couple hundred
thousand dollars a year of taxpayers’
money having people meet in some
fancy office room and swish tea around
in their mouth.

I see no reason, Mr. President, why
those in this country who enjoy drink-
ing tea need someone else to tell them
what tastes good. I guess I should not
feel as upset as I am, because I have to
tell you, these tea tasting people have
resiliency. When I was a little kid, we
would chase lizards, grab a lizard and
sometimes jerk off the tail by mistake.
But it did not matter, the tail grew
back.

These tea-tasting people are just like
the lizards. You grab them and jerk
something off and they are right back.

I repeat, I should not feel alone be-
cause President Nixon tried to get rid
of the tea-tasting board. They out-
smarted him. He was not easy to out-
smart.

I tell you, Mr. President, as long as I
am here, I am going to stand and talk
about this board of tea experts and tell
the American people what an absolute
waste of taxpayers' money it is to have
them spend $200,000 a year swishing tea
around in their mouths so they can get
their expenses paid for a little jaunt to
wherever they hold this event every
year.

The tea expert board was created as
part of the Tea Import Act of 1897. I did
not make a mistake. I did not say 1987,
I said 1897. There are six outside ex-
perts and there is even a person from
the FDA that comprises this board.

They are supposed to set standards
for tea. As part of their duties, of
course, they taste this tea. As I have
indicated, Mr. President, the cost of
this is about $200,000 a year. The indus-
try brags that they offset this by about
$70,000 a year with some fee they
charge the tea importers.

This might not seem like a lot of
money when we talk about billions of
dollars every year. This is the kind of
thing that causes people to lose their
good feeling about government.
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No matter how often you stamp this
insect out, it comes back. Nobody
wants them. We have to do away with
this

Now, I think that probably the Food
and Drug Administration and other or-
ganizations may need to set some
standards on tea. I hope so0. Just like
they set standards on other things that
are imported. But a tea-tasting board?
A Board of Tea experts? I think the
only tea party we need is a congres-
sional tea party to once and for all
drown the organization. Put it out of
its misery. There is not anybody in the
United States that is going to stand up
and cheer for the Board of Tea experts.
It seems inappropriate and, I think,
morally reprehensible to expend mon-
eys from the Treasury for a program
like this.

Mr. President, I always try to do
things the right way. Maybe what we
should do is have a vote on this. I have
the exact words of the Senator from
Arkansas—the exact words. “I have
some very good news indeed for the
Senator from Nevada. I am not about
to stand here and defend an appropria-
tion for a tea-testing board. We will ac-
cept his amendment.”

Well, maybe what we need to do is
get a vote on this thing. When the
managers of a bill, I learned a long
time ago, say they will accept an
amendment, I think that is usually the
way to go but maybe what we need to
do is have 100 Senators walk up here
and vote on this tea-testing board and
maybe that will send a bigger message
to the House and maybe to these people
in the Agriculture Department that
there are certain things we need to get
rid of.

Now, Mr. President, I have worked on
other things that are really hotly con-
tested and debated issues. The wool
and mohair subsidy; that was an issue
that had some merit on both sides. I
acknowledge that.

As the Senator from Mississippi and
the managers of this bill know, either
on this bill or at some subsequent
time, I am going to do some work on
the sugar subsidy. There are merits on
both sides of that. I understand that.

The same on the peanut subsidy. Al-
though I think we should get rid of the
sugar subsidy and peanut subsidy,
there is at least an argument that can
be made for those programs. No one is
going to get on the floor and defend a
Board of Tea experts.

Mr. President, I think we should have
a vote on this. I think we should walk
in here and rather than have this just
accepted, I think we will have a vote
on this, whether the U.S. Senate really
sincerely wants to send a message to
the Agriculture Department that we
ought to get rid of this. We want to
send a message to the Federal Govern-
ment generally, these are the kinds of
programs that are wasteful and we
need not spend taxpayers’ money on
them.
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When we are cutting personnel to our
National Park System, when we are de-
bating how much we are going to hurt
agriculture, when we are talking about
Medicare cuts, can we not cut, once
and for all, the tea-tasting board?

Mr. President, I understand the
unanimous-consent request that was
granted last Friday that we will have
votes at a later time. On this amend-
ment, I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, as the
Senator discussed his amendment, I re-
called that we had this issue before the
Senate, as he said, 2 years ago. My
recollection is that we agreed at that
time that there should not be any Fed-
eral funds appropriated by the Con-
gress for this Board of Tea experts, and
we specifically included language in
the bill that prohibited any funds ap-
propriated in the legislation be used for
that purpose.

I am told, as we were sitting here
trying to recall the exact details of
that, that the FDA does have some re-
sponsibility, under its authority to in-
spect imported foodstuffs, to determine
whether they are safe for human con-
sumption. There is some authority for
them to inspect imported foods, and
this is an imported consumable food,
but that no funds would be used that
were appropriated especially for paying
expenses of this Board of Tea experts.
QOur recollection is that industry de-
cided that they would provide the
funds to carry out the work that was
being done.

I thought that is what was being
done. We are checking with the FDA
right now to get a reaction from that
agency and to find out exactly what
their side of the story is. Are they
using funds we are appropriating after
we have specifically prohibited the use
of Federal funds for that purpose?

I want to know the answer to that
because I agree with the Senator from
Nevada, if we have legislated a prohibi-
tion on the use of appropriated funds
and this agency continues to use funds
that are not authorized, we need to
know about it. We need to get some-
body up here to answer to that.

I am sympathetic with the amend-
ment the Senator is offering. I urge the
Senate approve it.

If, in fact, they are not using appro-
priated funds, I do not see any point in
kicking a dead mule. We could bring
the dead mule in here and have all 100
Senators line up here and come kick it
if that would make us all feel better,
but I do not see any point in going
through that. I do not see any need for
voting on it if it is not happening and
they are not using the appropriated
money. I sympathize with the Senator
and appreciate his bringing it to the
floor of the Senate.
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Mr. REID. Mr. President, I appreciate
the manner in which the Senator from
Mississippi has responded. I could not
agree more. The information we have is
until recently the American taxpayers
directly paid more than 60 percent of
the Board’s $200,000 annual cost.

In 1993, the cost was shifted to the
American Tea Consumers by raising
the fee of 3.5 percent per hundred
weight of tea imported to 10 cents.
Nonetheless, the taxpayers continue to
fund the salary of the chief tea taster,
maintain the Federal tearooms, and
other related activities. That is what
the taxpayers should not be involved
in.

I am all for the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration making sure that the tea
that is very popular in this country is
safe and is good to drink. But, Mr.
President, we have coffee, we have all
other kinds of programs that the FDA
is involved in, and we do not believe we
need a board of coffee experts.

I accept what the Senator has said. If
it can be shown, of course, they are not
doing this—which I think will be hard
to show, because vouchers have already
been expended—I will be happy to with-
draw my request for a recorded vote. I
really think Senator BROWN and I have
something to say, and that is let us
stop this. This is outrageous.

I appreciate the support of the man-
agers of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
DEWINE). The Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I, like
the Senator from Mississippi, thought
we put this thing to bed 2 years ago. I
may be mistaken. These things have a
way of resurrecting themselves, even
when Senators think they have taken
care of it. But I think the vote, if there
is a rollecall vote, will be 100 to zip to
discontinue this program, or at least
discontinue any Federal taxpayers’
money being used in it.

I hope either way the Senator will vi-
tiate his request for the yeas and nays
because rollcalls take 20 to 30 minutes.
My guess is, the way we compute costs
of the operation of this body, the roll-
call vote will take up almost enough
time to cancel out any savings we get
by torpedoing the Tea Board. So I hope
the Senator will think about that dur-
ing the day and possibly vitiate his re-
quest for the yeas and nays, because I
can assure him, every single Senator in
the U.S. Senate feels the same way he
does.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, let me re-
spond to the managers of this bill. The
only reason we need a rollcall vote is
s0 the Senate is on record strongly sup-
porting this amendment. I have the
greatest confidence in the Senator
from Mississippi and the Senator from
Arkansas. I do not know of two more
qualified people to handle an appro-
priations bill, especially an agriculture
appropriations bill, than these two dis-
tinguished Senators.
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Therefore, based on the statements
that they just made and regardless of
what we find out during the course of
the day from our staffs, which I think
will confirm basically what I have stat-
ed here today—but based on the assur-
ance they will do everything they can
to make sure the conference language
is very clear that the Federal Govern-
ment should no longer be involved in
the Board of Tea tasting experts, if
they need one let it be paid for out of
the private sector, I withdraw my re-
quest for a recorded vote.

I also believe each time 100 Senators
come over here with staff and every-
thing, it costs the taxpayers money
and we should not do that needlessly.

So based upon what they have just
stated here on the Senate floor, I ask
unanimous consent my request for a
recorded vote on the amendment now
before the Senate be withdrawn.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. COCHRAN. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Nevada not only
for his decision to vitiate the yeas and
nays on his amendment, but for his
kind comments about the managers of
the bill and our efforts to manage this
bill for the Senate. He is a good friend
and one of the best friends I have in the
Senate. I admire and respect him. We
continue to enjoy working with him on
matters of mutual concern that come
before the Senate.

Mr. President, I do not know we have
adopted the amendment. We probably
need to do that.

If there is no further debate, we ask
the amendment be agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further debate, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (No. 2685) was agreed

to.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. BUMPERS. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, we do
know of a number of amendments Sen-
ators intend to offer to this legislation.
We hope we can proceed to consider
them in an orderly way. It would be a
shame to have periods of time when we
do not have amendments being debated
or considered by the Senate during
today and then wait until tomorrow
and everybody wants to offer their
amendments tomorrow just before we
are going to vote on final passage.

So I encourage Senators to come to
the floor now, as Senator REID from
Nevada has done, to present their
amendments and let us dispose of the
amendments or at least debate them,
and if we need to have record votes
then we will order record votes. We
could have a record vote—I know at
least one is ordered under the agree-
ment, maybe two; one, at least, after
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5:15 today. Then the other votes, if
they are needed, will occur tomorrow.
We have an order already entered for
two amendments to be voted on, and
final passage of the welfare reform bill
tomorrow at 2:45. There is a period of
time tomorrow set aside for concluding
remarks on welfare reform.

So as Senators can see, we need to
make progress today so we can com-
plete action on this bill and all amend-
ments to it, if at all possible, by noon
tomorrow. That was our commitment
to the majority leader when we were
authorized to take this bill up today,
and that is why we began on the bill at
10 o'clock, so Senators could come and
offer their amendments and have them
debated today. So we hope Senators
will cooperate with the managers of
the bill in that regard.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 2686 TO COMMITTEE AMEND-
MENT ON PAGE 83, LINE 4, THROUGH PAGE 84,
LINE 2
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, on be-

half of Senators KERREY and KOHL, I

send an amendment to the desk and

ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
DASCHLE), for Mr. KERREY, for himself and
Mr. KOHL, proposes an amendment numbered
2686 to committee amendment on page 83,
line 4, through page 84, line 2.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 83, strike line 4 through line 15;

On page 43, line 17; st.rike $528,839,000 and
insert in its place $563,839,

On page 52, line 18; atriks 317 895,000 and in-
sert in its place $22,395

On page 52, line 24; atﬂkemowwl)md in-
sert in its place $37,544,000;

On page 55, line 1; strike $1,500,000 and in-
sert in its place $3, om 000.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be laid aside until later today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DOLE. I ask unanimous consent
that further proceedings wunder the
quorum call be dispensed with.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me in-
dicate to my colleagues that we are on
the Agriculture appropriations bill.
The managers are available, ready to
do business, but nobody is coming forth
with amendments. So I urge my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to
bring over their amendments. Senator
COCHRAN is here. Senator BUMPERS is
available. They are ready to do battle
or do business, whichever.

We need to finish six appropriations
bills before October 1. As I have also in-
dicated, if we finish the six appropria-
tions bills, there is a possibility we will
have a recess period for 5 days, which I
hope will be an incentive to some of my
colleagues to speed up the process.

So, after this bill tomorrow, of
course, we will vote on the historic
welfare reform bill at probably about
3:30, after disposing of a couple other
amendments. But we would like to
complete action on the ag appropria-
tions bill by noon tomorrow and then
move to another appropriations bill,
possibly foreign operations, which we
think we could finish in a day and a
half. And then it gets a little more dif-
ficult. But my view is, with the co-
operation of everyone with the man-
agers, we could complete action, say,
by September 30, a week from Satur-
day, probably with a Saturday session.

We probably would not finish all the
conference reports, but at least have
completed action on the appropriations
bills. That would help avoid what some
have referred to as a train wreck be-
cause we could continue the Govern-
ment with a continuing resolution. It
would not be a very—we can do that
quite easily.

On behalf of the managers, I want to
make a plea to my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle that they are here,
they are ready for business, and we
would like to complete action on this
bill by noon tomorrow. Thank you.

Mr. BROWN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

AMENDMENT NO. 2687 TO COMMITTEE AMEND-
MENT ON PAGE 83, LINE 4, THROUGH PAGE 84,
LINE 2
(Purpose: To eliminate the Board of Tea

Experts)

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I rise to
offer an amendment and ask for its im-
mediate consideration

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. BROWN]
proposes an amendment numbered 2687 to
committee amendment on page 83, line 4,
through page 84, line 2.

At the appropriate place in the amendment
insert the following:

(a) None of the funds appropriated or made
available to the Federal Drug Administra-
tion by this Act shall be used to operate the
Board of Tea Experts and related activities.

(b) The Tea Importation Act (21 U.S.C. 41
et seq.) is repealed.
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Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I am not
sure the amendment makes it clear,
but I ask unanimous consent that this
be considered as an amendment to the
committee amendment that is before
the body at this point.

Mr. President, I know the body has
already discussed the tea-tasting
board. The distinguished chairman of
the Appropriations Subcommittee has
correctly pointed out we no longer fund
in the ag bill the cost of their activi-
ties, at least in terms of their per diem.

As I understand it right now, the per
diem of $50 a day is now paid for by the
tea-tasting experts themselves. In addi-
tion, they pay their own cost of travel
and living expenses going to and from
Washington to perform their duties.

But, Mr. President, there also exists
in our Federal law a requirement for
the Food and Drug Administration to
pay for the employees that sample the
tea. And that is what this amendment
gets at. It gets at that cost that is
mandated by the Tea Importation Act
by repealing it.

Thus, this amendment will not only
forbid the paying of the salaries by the
FDA employees, but will also repeal
the Tea Importation Act. Mr. Presi-
dent, this is a significant step because
it says a lot about our commitment as
a country to competition.

Currently, the Tea Importation Act
can be used to keep out a product from
the United States. In effect, what it
does is give to the industry the ability
to determine what quality is allowed to
come into the United States, rather
than our consumers. The fundamental
question Members will have to ask
themselves is whether or not it is the
Government's responsibility, through
the tea-tasting board of experts to de-
termine what tea is allowed to come
into this Nation and which ones these
experts should exclude.

I have great faith and confidence in
the ability of consumers in this coun-
try to determine for themselves what
tea they like and what they do not
like. As a matter of fact, it seems ludi-
crous that in this day and age that we
should have delegated to a Government
board or agency the ability to decide
which tea is permissible to enter into
the Nation.

So this amendment is quite straight-
forward. It forbids the FDA to pay for
the employees or eliminates from the
bill the ability to pay for the employ-
ees that FDA is required to hire. It also
repeals the Tea Importation Act.

Mr. President, some will say there is
danger to consumers here. Someone
could get a bad cup of tea if this
amendment is adopted. Indeed, Mr.
President, I suspect that is true. It is
also possible whether this Board exists
or not. But this, more than anything,
is an effort to bring competition to our
economy and eliminate artificial bar-
riers to trade and to competition.

Moreover, it says a lot about what we
envision the purpose is of the Federal
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Government’s role. Those who think
the Federal Government should have
an all-pervasive role will want to re-
tain those people who gather periodi-
cally to taste tea from around the
world at Government expense, at least
for the employees’ salary. But others
will think that Americans are com-
petent and capable enough to decide
what tea they want.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and

nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KyL). Is there a sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, if the
Senator has completed his statement
and yields the floor, let me say we al-
ready this morning had an opportunity
to talk about this issue during the dis-
cussion of the Reid amendment, the
amendment offered by the distin-
guished Senator from Nevada. We dis-
cussed during the pendency of his
amendment the fact that 2 years ago
an amendment was adopted on the
floor of the Senate prohibiting the use
of any appropriated funds to pay the
expenses or the costs of this so-called
Tea Board.

It was our understanding at the time
that FDA, as part of its responsibility
to inspect imported food consumables,
had a role to play in determining the
fitness for human consumption of im-
ported tea because it was an imported
consumable product, and that was the
justification Congress was given when
inquiries were submitted to the agency
about this program and the need for
these funds.

It was the sense of the Senate at that
time, and we debated the issue then
and we agreed, that there should be in
the legislation a prohibition against
the use of funds to pay the costs of this
Tea Board, this expert Board of per-
sons, one of whom had to be employed
under this law the Senator from Colo-
rado talks about, to serve on this
board.

I have no quarrel whatsoever with in-
sisting upon the language that has pre-
viously been approved by Congress on
this subject. We have inquired already
this morning about the reaction of the
FDA to accepting the language offered
by the Senator from Nevada earlier
today. We have accepted that amend-
ment. It has been approved by the Sen-
ate on a voice vote. He, likewise, had
asked for the yeas and nays and agreed
to vitiate the yeas and nays. I do not
know of anybody who is going to vote
against the amendment.

I certainly am not going to defend
the continued use, if it is going on, of
federally appropriated funds for the so-
called tea tasters that the Senator
from Nevada and the Senator from Col-
orado have brought to our attention
again.

I do not know what the reaction of
the distinguished Senator from Arkan-
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sas to this amendment would be. The
only thing that is new in this amend-
ment that was not contained in the
Reid amendment is the repeal of a leg-
islative enactment which is spelled out
in the amendment offered by Senator
BROWN.

I hope that we will refrain from using
this appropriations bill as a vehicle for
the adoption of amendments that
strike out previously enacted legisla-
tion. This is not a bill to rewrite farm
legislation, Food and Drug Administra-
tion authorities, or any other legisla-
tive enactment. It is not appropriate
on this bill to revisit the body of Fed-
eral law on a number of different sub-
jects, including the authorization for
this so-called inspection or tea board.

So I hope that Senators will not get
the idea that since I am not opposing
this amendment that I agree that it is
the thing to do, to take up proposals to
repeal certain previously enacted laws
by the Congress.

I know there are Senators who want
to make changes in different kinds of
farm program language. I hope that
Senators will resist offering those on
this bill and wait until we have the
farm bill on the floor, wait until the
Agriculture Committee has completed
its review of all laws on the subject of
production agriculture and food inspec-
tion and the like. If there are amend-
ments that should be made to existing
laws on those subjects, it seems to me
the best practice would be to wait until
we have that bill on the floor and offer
the amendments at that time to that
legislation.

This bill appropriates money to fund
the programs, it does not write the au-
thority to fund the programs. So we
are not talking in this amendment
about a funding level, except to say,
and I agree with the Senator, that we
should prohibit the use of funds appro-
priated in this bill to carry out the ac-
tivities described in the Senator’s
amendment.

So with that caveat, I suggest that
we accept the amendment. I hope the
Senator will consider vitiating the
yeas and nays. I do not know of any
Senator who would vote against this.
Maybe it is controversial, but I do not
think it is controversial to me. I think
the Senator is on the right track, and
we ought to do what he says.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, this is
somewhat different than the Reid
amendment that was offered earlier in
the day in this respect: It does repeal
the underlying act which the distin-
guished chairman from Mississippi has
just outlined for the Senate, one other
thing in terms of cost.

The Reid amendment eliminated the
salaries for the Board of Tea experts. It
did not eliminate the funding of the
salaries of the staff. I am advised that
the FDA’'s field force expanded by 6.9
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direct FTE's in support of the Tea Im-
portation Program. The average cost is
$6,000 per FTE, and the program cost
the agency approximately $52,500. That
was in fiscal year 1994. So it is slightly
different than the Reid amendment in
that it repeals the underlying Tea
Tasters Act and it also eliminates
funding for the staff, which the Reid
amendment did not.

I very much appreciate the distin-
guished chairman’'s support of the
amendment. In light of that, I ask
unanimous consent to withdraw my re-
quest for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER Without
objection, it is so ordered.

BROWN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senator ABRA-
HAM be added as a cosponsor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, one
other caveat, if the Senator has com-
pleted his statement. We have inquired
of the Food and Drug Administration
what requirements of law, if any,
might be repealed by this amendment
related to their obligation to inspect
on the basis of determining the fitness
for human consumption of imported
consumable products. And we are ad-
vised that the FTE’s, the staff hours
that are used for this purpose, are di-
rectly related to the obligation of the
FDA to certify the fitness for human
consumption of imported foodstuffs. So
I am told that is their reaction. So
that is not the sole purpose of the em-
ployees who are described by the Sen-
ator from Colorado, to see whether or
not the tea tastes good. That has been
the big issue.

It sounds kind of ridiculous that peo-
ple are telling us whether tea tastes
good or not. Anybody can decide
whether or not something tastes good.
That is not what we are suggesting
ought to be protected in terms of any
statutory language that may be af-
fected by this amendment,

But if we find that there is a legiti-
mate responsibility to determine
whether or not imported foodstuffs will
be dangerous for human consumption
by citizens of the United States, that is
another matter. I hope, as we proceed
with the consideration of this issue,
whether it is in the markup of the agri-
culture legislation this year, the re-
writing of the farm bill, or wherever
else we might have to consider this,
that we keep in mind that the FDA is
not in the business, or should not be in
the business, of just determining
whether food tastes good, but whether
it is dangerous, whether it has poten-
tial harm or consequences. I think we
do want to keep in place the authority
for those determinations.

Having said that, I think the Senator
knows what he is doing, and he is not
trying to put anybody in jeopardy of
contaminated imported tea. We will
make sure that, as we review this stat-
utory language, either on this or other
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legislation, we keep in mind that im-
portant consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on amendment No. 26877

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I am
told Senator BUMPERS, the distin-
guished manager on the Democratic
side of the legislation, wishes to ex-
press his views on this amendment. So
if the distinguished Senator will per-
mit me, I ask unanimous consent that
we set aside, temporarily, this amend-
ment so that he may proceed to offer
whatever other amendments he may
wish to offer at this time; or if he
would like to debate this issue further,
that we proceed to do that. I would not
want to go to a vote on the amendment
until the Senator from Arkansas has
had an opportunity to be heard.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator for that. Certainly that is
appropriate. There are a couple of
points I thought might be worthy of
making.

This underlying act was passed origi-
nally in 1897. It is nearly a century old.
Perhaps its length of time says some-
thing about the need to take a fresh
look at it. The language of the act
talks about the purity and quality and
fitness of imported tea. Largely, purity
and quality, it strikes me, are
consumer decisions, not decisions ap-
propriate for the Government.

Certainly, the chairman hits the nail
on the head when he says the FDA has
a responsibility to make sure that we
do not have poisonous foodstuffs harm-
ing consumers, and that function, I
think, is clearly established under
other sections of the law.

Right now, only about 1 percent of
the 209 million pounds of tea imported
every year is currently rejected due to
bad quality. But, Mr. President, I think
what is important here is the potential
of an industry abusing this kind of law
to discourage price cutting and to re-
strict competition when there is a glut
on the market.

Mr. President, the first and only
term that I served in the Colorado
State Senate was a wonderful experi-
ence. In 1973, I got a chance to observe
human nature. Colorado had a statute
on its books that provided for the test-
ing of plumbers. The State of Colorado
wanted to make sure, I guess, that
there were not any unqualified plumb-
ers preying on the public. So they
would test plumbers for their ability to
perform services. On a regular basis, of
the plumbers that applied, 90 to 95 per-
cent would pass the exam. Sometimes
100 percent passed. It was not a terribly
tough exam.

Colorado, like Arizona and Mis-
sissippi, had gone through years of
growth. There were always jobs for
plumbers in the State. Many came in
from out of State. I think they were
drawn not only by Colorado’s beautiful
environment but, I think and suspect,
by the job availability as well.
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But there was a downturn, as Mem-
bers will recall, in 1973 and 1974. In 1974,
the passage rate on the exam dropped.
All of a sudden, plumbers coming into
the State, instead of 90 to 95 percent
passing, some 70 to 80 percent flunked
the exam. What caused this dramatic
drop in the qualifications of plumbers?
Was it the degradation of their abili-
ties? No. It was a surplus of plumbers
within the State. The fact was, what
they did was they used a Government
board to test and determine who is
qualified for admittance into the State
in the profession of plumbing as a way
of eliminating competition. So when
prices were in the process of dropping,
they used the Government tool that
had been handed them as a way of
eliminating new competition.

Leaving this tea tasters statute on
the books gives the industry a handle
to use against someone who might try
to cut prices. It leaves the industry a
handle they might use against some-
body who would flood the market and
reduce prices for the consumer and in-
crease competition.

I think that concept, as well as that
fear, that concern—we, the Govern-
ment, ought to be about protecting and
helping the consumer, not endangering
the consumer, which is what has drawn
me to offer this amendment. It is not
just the waste of money under current
circumstances. I guess in 1994, we men-
tioned $253,500. It is not just that waste
of money. It is the concept that we
would place in the hands of an industry
the ability to restrict or penalize peo-
ple who might reduce the ability to
bring in a product, to reduce prices,
and provide options for the consumer.

It seems to me that we need to be
very wary about items that reduce
competition. There is the potential
that this statute could be abused in a
difficult market. That is why I think
repealing the underlying statute is so
important, not just for the cost, not
just because of the concept of what
Government should and should not do,
but because of the potential abuse of
this statute in an anticompetitive fash-
ion.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the

roll.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I have
conferred with Senator BUMPERS' staff
and also conferred with the legislative
committee staff that has jurisdiction
over the Food and Drug Administra-
tion in this specific legislation which is
the subject of the amendment of the
Senator from Colorado.

It is our understanding there is no
objection from the legislative commit-
tee to accepting this amendment.
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Under the status of the debate, as I
understand it, while the yeas and nays
were requested and the yeas and nays
were ordered, a unanimous-consent
order was entered to vitiate the yeas
and nays if we were going to accept it
on a voice vote.

We are prepared now to accept the
amendment on a voice vote and we are
prepared to proceed to that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on amendment 26877

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment (No. 2687) was agreed
to.
Mr. BROWN. I move to reconsider the
vote.

Mr. COCHRAN. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2688 TO COMMITTEE AMEND-
MENT ON PAGE 83, LINE 4 THROUGH FPAGE B,
LINE 2

(Purpose: To prohibit the use of appropriated

funds to carry out the peanut program)

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I rise to
offer an amendment and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

Mr. President, I ask this be consid-
ered as an amendment to the commit-
tee amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. BROWN]
proposes an amendment numbered 2888 to
the committee amendment on page 83, line 4
through 84, line 2.

The amendment is as follows:

; At the appropriate place, insert the follow-

ng:

SEC. .PEANUT PROGRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—None of the funds made
available under this Act may be used to
carry out & price support or production ad-
justment program for peanuts.

(b) AssessMENT.—The Secretary of Agri-
culture may charge producers a marketing
assessment to carry out the program under
the same terms and conditions as are pre-
scribed under section 108B(g) of the Agri-
culture Act of 1949 (T U.S.C. 1445¢-3(g)).

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, this
amendment is different than the pre-
vious amendment. What it does is deal
with the expenditures for administra-
tive costs for the peanut program. It
does not attempt to modify or repeal
the underlying program itself.

The reason I do not attempt to repeal
the underlying program is because, as I
understand it, the Agriculture Com-
mittee is diligently reviewing the pea-
nut program and will have rec-
ommendations. My understanding is
that those recommendations are in ef-
fect necessitated by the fact that the
passage of the NAFTA agreement has
opened up our market which is a pro-
tected market, in which peanuts sell
for significantly higher amounts in the
United States than they do overseas.
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NAFTA has opened that market up
for competition from Mexico. Mexico
has a significant ability to produce
peanuts and produce them at world
market prices dramatically lower than
United States market prices.

The change in the peanut program
will be essential. I expect we will be
seeing the Agriculture Committee
move on that in a diligent fashion.

My amendment is less ambitious in
its scope. What it simply suggests is
that the administrative costs of the
program should not be paid for by the
taxpayers of this country, but it does
empower the Secretary of Agriculture
to charge producers a marketing as-
sessment to carry out the program
under the same terms and conditions
as prescribed under the law.

What it does is shift from the tax-
payers the cost of administering this
program over to the people who benefit
by this program.

It seems to me that this amendment
is fair and reasonable. The savings, we
are advised, is in the neighborhood of
$2 million for this year, a potential
savings of $11 million over 5 years
should this apply in future years.

I would be remiss if I do not note
that the cost to the consumers of this
country and to the taxpayers of this
country of the peanut program itself is
many, many times beyond that.

I am advised that the peanut pro-
gram costs the American taxpayers
$120 million a year. Let me repeat that:
$120 million a year. That is not pea-
nuts.

This peanut program has placed us in
a situation where the taxpayers get hit
for $120 million a year, to support a
program that is then priced signifi-
cantly above the world market.

The costs to the American taxpayers
for peanuts is not just the $120 million
a year. It is the American consumer
that really pays the price.

Estimates from a GAO report in 1993
indicate that the cost to the consumer
could range between $300 million and
$500 million a year.

What we have is a very unusual agri-
culture program. The peanut program
is much different than most other pro-
grams, but not all. In effect what this
peanut program does is makes us un-
competitive in the world market, goug-
es American consumers for between
$300 and $500 million a year, and im-
pacts the Treasury by $120 million a
year for the program itself.

This amendment is modest. All it
does is talk about saving the $2 million
of administrative costs. Mr. President,
it is $2 million we ought to save.

Farmers in America are the most
competitive farmers in the world. They
are productive. They are creative. They
are efficient. The areas where the
Americans are not competitive, the
areas where the American economy has
fallen behind the rest of the world are
areas where we have not had vigorous

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

competition. Areas where we do have
vigorous competitions, we compete and
we outcompete anyone in the world.

While this iz a modest move, I look
forward with great interest to the ac-
tions of the Agriculture Committee in
dealing both with the cost for
consumer and the cost for the general
treasury.

I think this amendment sends a sig-
nal. It sends a signal of our commit-
ment to begin to respect the taxpayers
with regard to a program that has
clearly outgrown its usefulness.

I suspect this will be controversial,
and I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, let me
say that my concerns at this early
point in the debate on this amendment
surround the fact that we are working
in the Agriculture Committee at this
time and a meeting is called for this
week to consider changes in existing
farm legislation, including proposals to
modify and reform the peanut program.

I have introduced legislation, for ex-
ample, that seeks to reduce the overall
costs of these programs, but to do so in
a way that does not undermine the
ability of farmers to continue to
produce efficiently and operate at a
profit, but how to go about downsizing
the expenses of agriculture programs
and still maintain that ability to
produce what we need in our country,
the food and fiber needs, to meet those
needs and to still have a sufficient
amount to export to contribute to our
overall economic health is a big chal-
lenge.

I do not think we will be able to
adopt incremental change on an appro-
priations bill that modifies this or any
other commodity program that will
achieve the goal in a coherent, ration-
al, and orderly way.

This may be an excellent amendment
in terms of improving the efficient ad-
ministration of this program. But I
would hate to see us adopt this amend-
ment and have it undermine or in any
way adversely affect the effort that we
are making for comprehensive reform
of agriculture programs in the legisla-
tive subcommittee. So that is the con-
cern that I want to raise at this point.

I know there are others who may
have more experience and are more of
an expert in the understanding of the
workings of the peanut program and
how this particular amendment might
affect the administration of the peanut
program, but I express that concern,
still hoping that we can fulfill the com-
mitment that we have made to reduce
the costs of these programs.

I know the Congressional Budget Of-
fice, for example, has estimated that
the reforms I have suggested in my bill
to reform the peanut program could
achieve savings of over $300 million
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over 7 years. This amendment will re-
duce the cost of the program some-
what. But if we adopt this amendment
and then we ask CBO to analyze the ef-
fect of the Cochran bill, that is going
to have a negative effect. And in our
overall effort at comprehensive reform
and meeting the targets of reconcili-
ation, we could actually be penalized in
our efforts to reform the farm bill by
adopting amendments like this one in
an appropriations bill. Then we might
have to cut other programs, nutrition
programs, school lunch program, other
farm programs, in order to make up
the difference.

So I am hopeful the Senate will take
that into account and consider that as
we look at this amendment.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, as I
understand it, the Brown amendment
would address the commodity program
that deals with peanuts, and it would
assess peanut growers throughout the
United States for the theoretical ad-
ministrative costs of the program, or
approximately $2 million a year.

Mr. President, this program is over 60
years old. It has been the focus of in-
tense, deliberate, significant debate
and discussion within the Agriculture
Committee. The Senator from Mis-
sissippi, who is here on the floor with
us, has been very instrumental in man-
aging the vast array of details related
to this program.

And to come into the appropriations
process ad hoc and intervene into that
process, in my judgment, is inappropri-
ate, and intrudes in a very, very in-
tense process to try to deal with this
program and all those Americans that
are affected by it and all the complex-
ities. It does not need ad hoc interven-
tion. It does not need ad hoc amend-
ments. I welcome the Senator, who is
not a member of this committee, to
come forward and work with us with
his suggestions. But this is not the way
to manage this intensely complicated
program.

So I rise against the amendment. I
rise against its appropriateness. This is
not the place for it. In fact, it will only
make more complicated and difficult
that which we are trying to do.

Now, Mr. President, I wish I could
say that all U.S. programs were pro-
ducing the kind of economic impact
and social good that this program rep-
resents. In the United States, the pro-
gram represents $1.2 billion in annual
farm revenue, 150,000 U.S. jobs, $200
million in annual exports, and $6 bil-
lion in annual economic impact.

I mentioned a moment ago that the
program is about 60 years old. All of
the farm community and rural commu-
nities that are affected over this ex-
tended period of time obviously have
become ingrained with the program.

The reach of the program goes be-
yond those that are directly involved
with growing. The reach of this pro-
gram, over the lengthy period of time
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which it has existed, now reaches into
the financial community, the agri-
business community, the agricultural
equipment community, and represents
thousands and thousands of jobs and is
an economic stabilizer in communities
that have suffered immensely over the
last 25 or 30 years and continue to suf-
fer from economic decline.

I do not suppose any of us here, if we
were designing the program, would de-
sign it the way it is today. But those of
us who have inherited it have also in-
herited a social responsibility to the
communities affected by it.

Seventy-five percent—seventy-five
percent—of the counties involved in
producing this commodity in the Unit-
ed States have a poverty level in excess
of 20 percent. These are hard-hit com-
munities. These are communities that
have suffered many of the changes that
have been occurring when we move
from rural to urban.

Most people I hear around here talk
about their grave concern about rural
America. I hear it everywhere I go.
This is where, as they say in my part of
the country, the rubber hits the road,
because we are talking about a Govern-
ment partnership, much of rural Amer-
ica represented by this program where
changes that are not thought through
can create massive—massive—eco-
nomic instability. They not only affect
immensely the health of the family
farm in these communities, they affect
the financial integrity of the loaning
institutions and they affect signifi-
cantly the extended economic suppliers
of the industry.

There are some counties in my State
if you just turn the switch off tomor-
row will be out of business, flat out of
business. These are people who were
playing under the rules that were de-
signed by this Government, as I said,
over a 60-year period, and they have
been playing by those rules.

Having said that, let me say that I
take my hat off to this community
that surrounds this commodity. I came
here a little over 2 years ago. Every-
body already knew we were going to be
paying a lot of attention to these pro-
grams, because this is an era of change.

These people came to the table. Over
the last 2 years, they have been work-
ing with their Senators, with the Agri-
culture Committee, and they have been
endeavoring to represent and be a part
of change. They have proposed and
they have stood behind significant re-
forms in this commodity program. But
they do want to be treated responsibly.
They do want to be treated as partners.
They do want us to appreciate that this
arrangement was put in place by this
Government, not them. And they do
not want it dealt with in an ad hoc
way. They want it to be dealt with as
the good Senator from Mississippi has
been doing.

I see my colleague from Alabama has
come to the floor. The Senators from
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North Carolina, Texas, and Virginia
have produced reforms that are no net
cost to the Government. Those reforms
will result in a 30-percent loss of in-
come in the farm communities that I
represent, but they have supported
those kinds of reforms.

Throughout the process, they have
been willing to discuss how it can be
changed to make it satisfactory to the
taxpayer, to the Federal Government
and to the economic fragility of these
communities. I think they have done
80 in good faith. I have become an ad-
mirer of the dedication to finding a
way to make this program satisfactory
to the American taxpayers, satisfac-
tory to the producer, and satisfactory
to the communities that are rep-
resented by this.

1 have to say, Mr. President, that I
have been struck by the dictionaries
we find in Washington. I heard it a lot
in the Agriculture Committee. When
we talk about something we are doing
in urban America, we often talk about
our ‘‘investment.” Somehow, when we
get over to the rural communities, that
word becomes ‘‘subsidy.’” When it is a
Federal program that is working on
the economic viability of rural Amer-
ica, that is a subsidy, but if we are
talking about building bridges and
roads to deal with the issues in urban
America, that is an investment.

Both are investments. We are talking
about the economic viability of vast
rural regions in our country that have
very high poverty rates. Of all the var-
ious programs that I have viewed,
there are very few I have ever seen that
cost so little, that produce so many
jobs and so much economic good. That
is sort of a rarity here, but that is what
I see in this program. Not that it is
perfect, and we have all acknowledged
that and we are all working to change,
but that ought to be done in the com-
mittee. That ought to be done by the
people with the expertise. That ought
to be done in good faith with the people
that have come to the committee and
said, “We are willing to sit down and
work out compromises, and we are
willing to do things to lower the bur-
den on the American taxpayer."

It should not be done ad hoc in a
frittering manner that destabilizes the
entire effort that we have been about
for the last 2 years. This should be
done in the farm bill.

I commend all those Senators for the
time they have expended on behalf of
trying to reach an appropriate com-
promise. I commend the communities,
as I said earlier, for their willingness
to work, and I rise in opposition, in
closing, to ad hoc management of a
very complicated program that affects
thousands of Americans in our coun-

try.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
suggest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator from Georgia withhold?
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Mr. COVERDELL. Certainly.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I want
to say I think the distinguished Sen-
ator from Georgia has really given a
very eloguent, accurate, and persuasive
statement about why this amendment
should be rejected. There is no doubt
about it; he is a very insightful Sen-
ator, and he has come to the Agri-
culture Committee with a great deal of
good common sense and judgment
which shows very clearly during his
discussion of this amendment.

We are dealing with an appropria-
tions bill. We are at work, on the other
hand, trying to reform all of the com-
modity programs so that we can make
them more cost effective, we can make
them respond to the challenge of defi-
cit reduction, but at the same time
maintain stability in the agriculture
sector and the capability for the fu-
ture, and that is the most productive
country in the world.

It is an enormously important sector
of our economy, and to start nitpicking
on this bill with these programs, like
this peanut program that the Senator
describes, we are running a great risk.
It may sound good, it may make some
feel good to vote for a change like this
that is being recommended, but it is
not going to serve the economic inter-
ests of our country as a whole and cer-
tainly not those regions of our country
that are involved in this program.

I commend the Senator for his elo-
quent statement and his hard work as
a member of our Agriculture Commit-
tee. I hope the Senators who heard him
will pay attention and vote like he sug-
gests—vote “no’ on this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on amendment No. 26887

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 2688, AS MODIFIED

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent at this time to
modify my amendment on the peanut

program.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment (No. 2688), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the follow-
ing:

SEC. .PEANUT PROGRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—None of the funds made
available under this Act may be used to pay
the salaries and expenses of USDA employees
who carry out a price support or production
adjustment program for peanuts.

(b) ASSESSMENT.—The Secretary of Agri-
culture may charge producers a marketing
assessment to carry out the program under
the same terms and conditions as are pre-
scribed under section 108B(g) of the Agri-
culture Act of 1949 (7 U.8.C. 1445¢c-3(g)).
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Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, the
modification is the product of the dili-
gent work of the senior Senator from
Alabama, and thanks to him a drafting
error was spotted and corrected. The
language that is in the modification
makes it clear that this deals only
with the administrative costs.

Mr. President, I will read the lan-
guage that has been added, as it stands,
to the modification.

None of the funds made available under
this act may be used to pay the salaries and
expenses of USDA employees who carry out
the price support or production adjustment
program for peanuts.

The following paragraph on assess-
ments, which remains exactly as it was
in the original amendment, is simply
an ability to, through assessments,
raise that money that the taxpayers
have provided to pay for the salaries
and expenses of USDA employees who
administer the program.

Mr. President, as I say, this is in-
tended to save about $2 million a year.
It is not a substitute in any way for the
changes in the peanut program which
will be necessitated regardless of Mem-
bers’ feelings about the program. Those
changes will be necessitated by NAFTA
and the new competition of peanuts
from the Mexican market. But it is, I
believe, a step in the right direction to
ask the people who benefit by the pro-
gram to at least pay the administra-
tive costs and not stick the taxpayers
with that cost.

Mr. President, I believe this measure
will be controversial. It is my under-
standing there are other Members who
want to address it. I understand that
the manager of the bill would prefer
that the measure to be voted on tomor-
TOW.

So I yield the floor.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, as I un-
derstand it, the distinguished Senator
from Colorado has modified the amend-
ment to apply to only administrative
costs, of which there are about $2 mil-
lion, and that there would be an assess-
ment charged against the producers to
carry out the program.

I am sure that the peanut program is
controversial and that many programs
are controversial. Agriculture pro-
grams are controversial, and under the
Department of Agriculture every agri-
cultural program is carried out and ad-
ministered by the Department of Agri-
culture. Are we going to say that the
wheat program, therefore, which is car-
ried out and administered by the De-
partment of Agriculture, if we were to
follow the same concept, that on the
wheat program there ought to be an as-
sessment against the wheat producers
relative to the administration of the
wheat program?

If we stop and think about other pro-
grams, does this mean that if you carry
this philosophy out, the Social Secu-
rity recipients, therefore, should pay
an assessment to the Government for
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carrying out the Social Security Pro-

gram? Or the Medicare Program? Does

this mean that the recipients in this

program ought to be assessed the costs

to carry out and administer the pro-
q

You could go on with every conceiv-
able program that the Government has
that therefore this philosophy would be
relative to. Or the same concept could
be applied in regard to Senators.
Should Senators, therefore, in order to
have an accounting system for receipt
of their salaries be assessed fees for the
Government to carry out that program
or to administer that program?

I do not agree with this overall phi-
losophy, and I just point out questions
pertaining to it.

I will have a good deal more to say
about this later on, but I do want to
point out right now that the concept of
charging the producers of a program an
assessment to administer the program
is rather unusual and, if we start it, it
ought to be applied across the board to
every conceivable program—the orange
juice program, the corn program, every
program, wherever you are going to do
it.

And then there are also other people
in the chain that are recipients of a
program such as, in the peanut pro-
gram, the shellers, and then there are
the market people, the manufacturers
that use it—all of these people who are
in effect beneficiaries of a program
that ought to be considered rather
than just the farmer. We have had a
situation where we are looking at
farmers today in some of the sections
of the country who have had terrible
disasters, and I just do not think this is
the proper time to be doing something
like this.

Overall, the peanut program has cost
the taxpayers a relatively small
amount of money over the period of
time it has been in existence—some-
times as prices go up and prices go
down because of market conditions or,
on the other hand, because of weather
conditions like drought and other
things, but in the last 10 years, the pea-
nut program has averaged out costing
the Government an average of $13 mil-
lion a year. And I do not think any
other farm program has been operated
as economically and at as little cost to
the Government over a like period of
time in history.

It will vary. It has gone up some-
times, and then there have been years
in which actually the peanut program
has made the Government money.

So I think when we look at this mat-
ter of saving $2 million, it certainly
calls for a concept, and if we are going
to look at it in some equitable and fair
way across the board, we ought to con-
sider all other programs. But the major
thing is that here we are, as the chair-
man of the subcommittee, the Senator
from Mississippi, has mentioned in a
situation where this week we go to
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markup relative to a farm bill, and var-
ious and sundry approaches may be of-
fered and considered there. I think,
therefore, it is premature at this time
to be considering it. Certainly, the Ag-
riculture Committee ought to be given
an opportunity to look at this before
we move forward in this regard.

I yield at this point and will have
something else to say later.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, first of
all, I want to extend my thanks to the
distinguished Senator from Alabama. I
believe he was off the floor working on
another matter when I extended my
thanks the first time. But I appreciate
his reviewing the amendment and
pointing out the need for corrective
language, and we have adopted that
through a modification. I very much
appreciate his kindness and his indul-
gence in helping to have the amend-
ment accurately brought forward. And
by that I do not mean necessarily it
says what the Senator would like it to
say, but I do mean that he was very
helpful in making sure it represented
what my wishes were to offer to the
body.

Mr. President, the Senator quoted
the $13 million a year cost for the pea-
nut program. The $120 million cost that
I had used in the Chamber was the esti-
mate we had gotten from the Congres-
sional Budget Office for 1995. I believe
what the Senator was talking about
was historic costs. I think both figures
are correct and I think it is perfectly
appropriate for him to point out the
historic cost. That is a reasonable and
balanced way to look at it.

Mr. President, he also raised an im-
portant point. If this program is to
cover its own administrative costs,
why not the wheat program? While he
was too kind to say it, we produce a lot
of wheat in Colorado, and that is a fair
question. In my mind—and certainly
this is not meant to speak for all the
Members, but in my mind this peanut
program is different. It is different in
that we maintain a price of peanuts in
this country that is significantly high-
er than the world market.

Most of our programs and most of
our products in the United States sell
for the lowest price in the world. We
have the most efficient, productive,
creative agriculture of any nation on
the face of the Earth, and it shows in
our prices. Consumers in America
enjoy low prices for farm commodities.
Our price for products, including
wheat, sets the base.

That is, Europe and Japan not only
import wheat, but by importing it they
pay more than American consumers be-
cause of the costs involved in ship-
ment. People around the world pay a
higher price for wheat generally than
we do in the United States, so the
wheat program goes to a different
focus. It does go to market stabiliza-
tion which is thought to be of help for
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the consumer. Certainly the wheat pro-
gram is a program that merits debate
at the appropriate time.

At least in my mind, however, the
wheat program is a dramatic and dif-
ferent program than the peanut pro-
gram, Why? It is dramatically different
because the peanut program is designed
to market our peanuts at a signifi-
cantly higher price in the world mar-
ket. That has a dramatically different
effect upon consumers and producers
than the wheat program that does not
attempt to have a significantly higher
price for wheat in America than we
have in the world market.

Nevertheless, I think the Senator’s
point is a valid one, and it goes to the
heart of the amendment. Should the
taxpayers pay for the administrative
costs and which ones should the users?

It had been my understanding that,
indeed, in Social Security and Medi-
care the cost of administration was
borne by the taxes levied that go into
a trust fund, and we are asking to
check that right now. I certainly will
want to make that point clear for the
RECORD. I think the Senator is right to
raise that issue. He does come to the
heart of this amendment. That is the
suggestion that the roughly $2 million
a year cost of administering this pro-
gram, that markets a commodity at
significantly above the world prices, be
borne by the participants.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. HEFLIN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I am a
supporter of the wheat program. I did
not necessarily mean to be picking Col-
orado. I have always supported the
wheat program. I think it is a good
program. But there are some distinc-
tions between the wheat program and
the peanut program relative to the cost
of Government, as there are with a
number of commodities.

Basically, the peanut program has a
loan rate. That loan rate allows for
farmers to—in bad times when the
price is low or when there are weather
conditions and such—put their product
that they have produced into a loan.
And then the CCC can take it out of
the loan and set it. They have to pay
interest on it when they do, or else the
Government can, of course, have a non-
recourse loan and can sell it on the
world market.

But the wheat program and most
commodities have a greater cost rather
than just the loan. That is the target
price or deficiency payment. And there
is no deficiency payment, there is no
target price in peanuts at all. I think
sometimes we have misunderstood var-
ious farm programs and other things
also. But the peanut program does not
have the deficiency payments at a
great number. I am a supporter of the
farm programs that allow for the tar-
get prices and allow for the deficiency
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payment. But I do make that distinc-
tion, the distinction being raised about
that at this time.

So we will be discussing it further.

Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FRIST). The Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I know
there may be other Senators who want
to speak on this amendment. I have ex-
pressed my concerns already. We have
heard from the distinguished Senator
from Alabama. It is likely that we will
be able to vote on this tomorrow, rath-
er than today. There are other amend-
ments that we know will be offered
today and debated. We can dispose of
those amendments.

Because we have had a pretty full
discussion of this suggested change in
the bill, I am going to ask unanimous-
consent that we set aside this amend-
ment and proceed to take another
amendment up for consideration that
the Senator from Colorado will offer.
So I make that unanimous consent re-
quest to set aside the amendment tem-
porarily.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BROWN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I rise to
add to the record with regard to the de-
bate on the peanut amendment. I
would ask, while that amendment is
not presently before us, that I be al-
lowed 60 seconds in which to address
the peanut amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, in the
discussion on the peanut amendment,
the question was raised as to whether
or not this, asking users or bene-
ficiaries of a program to pay the ad-
ministrative costs, was appropriate or
not and whether or not it was done in
other areas, and myself and others had
speculated about the Social Security
fund. I am advised that indeed, the ad-
ministrative costs for the Social Secu-
rity program do indeed come from the
fund. I think some of the confusion
may come in that the discretionary
spending is considered part of funding
that comes under the discretionary
caps for the budget function. But in-
deed, the source of the money is from
the fund itself.

I yield back, Mr. President.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the guorum
call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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AMENDMENT NO. 2688 TO COMMITTEE AMEND-
MENT ON PAGE 83, LINE 4, THROUGH PAGE #,
LINE 2

(Purpose: To prohibit the use of appropriated
funds to administer tobacco grading and
inspection, tobacco price support, quota,
and allotment functions)

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I rise to
offer an amendment to the committee
amendment and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. BROWN]
proposes an amendment numbered 2689 to
the committee amendment beginning on
page 83, line 4.

At the appropriate place in the amend-
ment, insert the following:

SEC. . PRICE SUPPORT AND GRADING AND IN-
SPECTION OF TOBACCO.

(a) IN GENERAL.—None of the funds made
available under this Act may be used to pay
the salaries or expenses of the employees of
the Department of Agriculture to grade or
inspect tobacco or to administer price sup-
port functions for tobacco.

(b) ASSESSMENT.—The Secretary of Agri-
culture may charge producers a marketing
assessment to grade or inspect tobacco and
to administer the price support functions
under the same terms and conditions as are
prescribed in the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7
U.S.C. 1445-1 and 1445-2).

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, this
amendment calls for the tobacco pro-
gram to be no net cost to the American
taxpayer. Some Members will say, “'I
thought it was already a no net cost.”

Indeed, there was legislation offered
in 1982 that came under the heading of
“no net cost’ for the tobacco program.
And yet, Mr. President, some Members
may be surprised to learn that did not
cover all of the costs of the program.
That no-net-cost concept is a good one
and one that this amendment attempts
to complete.

But left out of the legislation in 1982
was an effort to cover the administra-
tive cost that involves maintaining the
price support and both the grading and
inspection of tobacco. So administra-
tion of the program, grading and in-
specting of tobacco, are still an ex-
pense to the taxpayers.

Mr. President, it is one thing to be
upset about tobacco smoking in this
country and urge people not to use the
product or suggest that perhaps the
FDA ought to regulate it and extend
additional regulations. But, Mr. Presi-
dent, it is quite another thing to tax
the American citizen to pay for a prod-
uct that we turn around and then urge
them not to use. Good common sense
indicates that we should not subsidize
a product that we think is harmful to
people and that they should not use. I
am one who believes that this country
is all about freedom, and to the maxi-
mum extent possible, we ought to
maximize people’s freedom to choose.

So I have not been one that wants to
outlaw all forms of tobacco or follow
other ecircuitous routes that simply
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eliminate that choice. I think all
Americans agree that our children
should not consume tobacco products.
But for adults, while we would all have
strong feelings about the subject and
many of us feel that we would be better
off without tobacco, I am not one who
wants to ban it. But, Mr. President, I
am one who wants to have the tobacco
producers pay for the cost of their own
program.

It makes no sense to tax working
men and women of this country to sub-
sidize a product and then turn around
and tax them to urge people not to use
a product they have just subsidized.
That makes no sense at all. That is
what this amendment is all about. It
simply says that when tobacco produc-
ers say they have a no-net-cost pro-
gram, that it is in fact a no-net-cost
program.

So this amendment does two things.
One, it makes it clear that there will
be no taxpayers’ funds appropriated in
this bill that will be used to pay the
salaries and expenses of Department of
Agriculture employees to grade or in-
spect tobacco or to administer the
price support functions for tobacco.

Second, Mr. President, it makes it
very clear that the Secretary has the
ability to assess producers a marketing
assessment for these functions. So it
gives the Secretary a way to carry out
these functions, but at the expense of
the producers, not at the expense of the
taxpayers.

Mr. President, some will note that
the Secretary already has the ability
to levy an assessment for this program.
Indeed, the Secretary does. I added
that assessment section so there could
be no doubt that there would be no
question but that the Secretary could
levy it for this purpose. I think it is ar-
guable one way or another that he al-
ready has the authority to levy this as-
sessment. But it seemed to me clarity
was a virtue in this circumstance. So
we go the extra mile to make sure it is
clear that he has the ability to raise
funds for this purpose.

But, Mr. President, the American
men and women who pay our taxes can-
not understand why in the world we
would have Government functions that
work to opposite purposes, why in the
world we would subsidize a product
which our Government turns around
and tells us is hazardous to their
health and urges people, at taxpayers’
expense, not to consume it.’

This amendment, I think, adds con-
sistency to our functions. It adds some
consistency in the way we spend tax-
payers’ money.

Mr. President, it is my impression
this will be a controversial amend-
ment; that there will be other Members
who wish to voice their concerns and
objections about it. I hope there may
be others who may want to say a good
word or two on its behalf. So I ask for
the yeas and nays.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, if the
Senator has completed his statement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Mississippi.
° Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I am
confident there are Senators who wish
to be heard on this amendment before
we vote on it. I am also sure that it is
probable that this vote will be post-
poned until tomorrow. But I hope that
those who do want to speak on the
amendment will come to the floor and
do that so we can complete our debate
on the amendment and leave to tomor-
row the vote on the amendment, if that
is the will of the Senate.

There have been, of course, in the
past, amendments similar to this that
have been before the body, so it is not
a new issue. We have debated this from
time to time. I am confident that there
are arguments that can be made on the
other side and will be by Senators who
are experts in this program.

From the point of view of the man-
agers of the bill, though, I would say
that this is another example of an ef-
fort to modify with legislative lan-
guage, in effect, programs that are now
under consideration and review by the
Agriculture Committee. We have this
week a markup scheduled on commod-
ity program changes that are designed
to meet the challenge of the budget
reconciliation and resolution that was
adopted by the Congress to reduce the
cost of the programs under the juris-
diction of all the legislative commit-
tees.

This is under the jurisdiction of the
Agriculture Committee, and it may
very well be that changes are going to
be directed or recommended by the Ag-
riculture Committee in this program. I
do not know the extent to which this
amendment, if it is adopted, will affect
those comprehensive changes that may
be recommended by the Agriculture
Committee.

When we were talking about the pea-
nut amnendment that the distinguished
Senator had offered, I mentioned that I
had included the peanut program in a
proposal that I have submitted to the
committee which is designed to reform
that program and reduce the costs of
the program over time. I know that if
we adopt the peanut amendment as
proposed by the Senator from Colo-
rado, it would reduce the savings that
are now estimated by CBO to be attrib-
utable to the farm bill I am proposing.

There may be other Senators who
have suggestions to make in the Agri-
culture Committee about the tobacco
program. I do not know the extent to
which this amendment would affect
those projected savings. But I do know
that there will be some effect, and the
question before the Senate is whether
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we ought to adopt amendments such as
this, knowing that they are going to be
legislative in nature and will encroach
on the jurisdiction of the Agriculture
Committee. So I voice that concern as
a concern that applies not only to this
amendment but other amendments like
it.

I discourage Senators who do have
changes in legislative language and
suggest that it would be more appro-
priate and in better keeping with the
way we should do business here in the
Senate to bring those up when the leg-
islative committees’ bills are on the
floor—or bring them up in the commit-
tees of jurisdiction, even better, so
those committees can review these sug-
gestions.

I respect very much the Senator from
Colorado. He is one of the best minds in
the Senate. He is a Senator who has al-
ways been on the lookout for ways to
improve the efficiency of Government
programs and reduce unnecessary
costs. He is a leader in achieving re-
sults. Again, he is showing his ability
to carefully analyze Federal programs
and look for ways that we can improve
them in terms of their efficiency. The
savings of taxpayers' dollars that will
result from the changes are quite obvi-
ous. This is another example which
shows his diligence and his ability in
this regard. So I commend him for his
continued efforts to do what he is try-
ing to do. I applaud that effort.

Having said that, I hope that if Sen-
ators do want to comment on the legis-
lation and the proposed amendment,
they will come to the floor to do so,
and I will put in a quorum call to as-
certain whether we do have Senators
who want to speak further on this
amendment at this time.

1 suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I under-
stand there is nobody at the moment
waiting to bring up any amendments so
I ask unanimous consent that I be able
to proceed as in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

TRIBUTE TO CAL RIPKEN, JR.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, a couple
weeks ago, like many others, I had the
opportunity to be in Camden Yards to
see a most extraordinary baseball game
when Cal Ripken broke Lou Gehrig’s
record. I remember as a child thinking
that the Gehrig record might never be
reached, never be broken.

For me, the fact that I could be there
with my son, Kevin, to watch that
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game, was really one of the highlights
of this or any other year.

In watching, I could not help but
think that Cal Ripken reflected the
best of all people who get up and go to
work every day in all fields. Whether it
is the nurse who is there for the
evening shift on a weekend, the person
who shows up at the police department
and goes to work to protect all of us,
the teacher who is there teaching our
children, the men and women of the
Senate staff who are here—sometimes
long after we Senators are able to go
home—every day working for the best
of our country, and on and on.

In this case I also think credit should
be given to Peter Angelos and those
who own the Orioles. Earlier this year
when there was talk of replacement
teams, they stood fast and said there
would be no replacement team for the
Orioles. Nothing would be done to cut
into Cal Ripken’s record. Indeed, they
did not.

I also think that two things came as
a result of that. One, it sent a signal to
baseball that there are some owners
and some players who care more for
the game than care for the disgraceful
dance that has gone on the past year,
the dance of charges and counter-
charges and strikes and lockouts that
resulted in the cancellation last year of
the World Series.

Second, by doing that, I believe it
helped bring to an end the strike and it
also gave baseball an evening of glory
that it has not had for so long. It really
did not become a question of whether
the Orioles won or lost that night. It
turned out they did win with Cal
Ripken hitting a home run. It was a
chance for people to unite around this
country and say there are so many
good things in baseball, and to go back
to the basics of it. I hope Cal Ripken'’s
accomplishment does help.

As Kevin and I sat there, we watched
the different people—Joe DiMaggio sit-
ting a few feet from us, the President,
the Vice President, and others just to
the other side of us, but what united us
was not the well-known people but that
baseball fans of all sort throughout
that field and throughout the country
could share in a magnificent achieve-
ment.

VERMONT'S FINEST, SOFTBALL
CHAMPIONS

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I re-
cently had a chance to watch some of
the best softball I have ever seen.

I saw the Vermonters, who make up
my own team, play in the semifinals
and then the finals and then win the
softball championship.

I was out there Saturday in 95-degree
heat, blistering sun, and I watched
these young men and women from my
office’s team and I thought: That is
real sportsmanship.

Then, the next day the final cham-
pionship was fought between Vermont
and New Hampshire.
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In a league with 120 teams, the idea
that the Senate softball championship
this year came down to teams from
New Hampshire and Vermont is ironic.

You have to understand we are both
northern New England States, and the
baseball season is rather short in
northern New England. Our children
grew up with hockey sticks and skates
and skis—and have to squeeze their
baseball in between those light May
snow showers and the September au-
tumn chill that stings the hands of all
children who make contact with ball
and bat.

But there we were.

The Thundering Herd, the talented
granite-like team of Senator BOB
SMITH's office had not been beaten all
year. But neither had Vermont's Fin-
est. Vermont’s Finest, we say with no
hint of modesty, is the name of our
softball team.

The game went back and forth, only
to be tied at the end of seven innings.
Vermont scored two runs in the top of
the eighth and shut the Herd down to
seal the victory and the championship.

We were led by Montpelier's Maggie
Whitney, who played second base but
should be turning double plays with
Cal Ripken, Jr. St. Albans' Jamie
Horan has a black eye and a 500-foot
home run to show for the series. Beebe
Plain’s Mike Lawson won rookie of the
year honors while representing the
smallest town in Vermont with glove
and lumber.

And the list of contributors is end-
less. Big Ed Pagano, our oak tree at
first; Tom *“Stonewall” Cosgrove, an-
choring third on a mnearly broken
ankle—an ankle, incidentally, we heard
snap as he hit home plate. He would
not allow it to break until he scored
that run. Paul ‘““The Enforcer’ John-
son, who with aging star J.P. Dowd
provided key hitting and veteran lead-
ership. Norwich's Regen O'Malley and
UVM grad Kara Calaca-Mottola were
anchors behind the plate. And our own
tank commander, that stalwart ma-
rine, Bill Delaney, had more than a few
key hits.

Rookies David East and Narric Rome
were vital to the team effort.

Vivian Cocca pitched as gutsy a se-
ries of games as we have seen in years.

Special honors have to go to our
player-coach Brady Burgess, the solid,
taciturn hunk of granite, a native of
Lincoln, VT, who grew up dreaming of
one day holding the Senate trophy
aloft. I am sure this is a dream he had
as a 3-year-old. He batted, fielded, and
led his team to an impossible series of
victories.

The loyal bench jockeys were
Brattleboro’s Jenny Backus, the pur-
ple-shorted Kevin ‘‘Scooter” McDon-
ald, and the pride of St. Johnsbury,
Zima-drinking Amy Rainone.

And the whole team was aided by
their biggest fan and 5-year-old bat-
boy, Walter Albee, who occasionally let

September 18, 1995

his aging baby boomer, semi-yuppie fa-
ther play.

We have to tip our caps to a few
teams. First, our friendly rivals the
Vermont Saps, from my good friend
JIM JEFFORDS’ office, who had what we
call a ‘‘rebuilding year' this year but
will no doubt be in the playoffs next
year as they have been.

Second, our tough but honorable ri-
vals from the MCCAIN-MCCONNELL
teamn. It seems one of us is always
knocking off the other to get to the
mountaintop.

Third, our friends on Senator MIKUL-
SKI's team. In the past 5 years, we have
each won the championship twice and
will be glad to be keeping it in the fam-
ily.

Finally, to the Thundering Herd from
New Hampshire—that the two New
England teams made it to the top of
the heap is a testament to traditional
Yankee values of team play, strength,
and hard work. I say to my friends
from New Hampshire, they will be first
in the Nation when Dixville Notch goes
to the polls at midnight. You almost
made it first in the Nation in softball,
and we expect to see you again next
year.

Mr. President, we joke a little bit
about this, but I think some of the
most pleasant moments that I spent
this year have been watching the soft-
ball team play—pleasant, because I
know how hard the men and women
who work for the Senate, who support
all of us, do work, Republicans and
Democrats alike. It is the men and
women here who so make the Senate
the place it is and can be. And they are
the ones who make it possible for
Americans to have hope in us.

There are 100 Senators. None of us
would be able to do our job without
people, ranging from those who guard
the doors of this Chamber to those who
report our proceedings, to those who
handle the bills as they go through,
and to all the others—those who make
the electricity work, to those who help
us write the legislation. I sometimes
joke we are merely constitutional im-
pediments to the staff. The truth of the
matter is, we are, all of us, better—Re-
publicans and Democrats alike—be-
cause of the selfless work of the men
and women here in the Senate.

When I see them have a chance to
play softball and enjoy themselves, I
think how lucky we are to have them
here. I have to tell all those in my of-
fice, I could not be more proud than I
was watching them play in these cham-
pionship games.

Mr. President, I see the distinguished
Senator from Mississippi on the floor.
When I started speaking there was no-
body seeking recognition. He is the
manager of this bill. Is he seeking rec-
ognition? If not, I have one more item
to go to.

Mr. COCHRAN. No. Please proceed.
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BIPARTISAN BUDGET SUMMIT
NEEDED NOW

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, 2 weeks
ago I called for a summit between Con-
gressional leaders and the President to
avoid a Government shutdown when
the next fiscal year starts on October 1.

Since then, the House and Senate
have passed a couple more appropria-
tions bills and the administration has
threatened more vetoes.

I was encouraged, however, by last
week's meeting between congressional
leaders and the President that we may
yet avoid a budget train wreck which
will force the Government to shut-
down. The President and congressional
leaders were right to get together to
discuss a continuing resolution to fund
the Government beyond October 1.

I hope last week’s meeting signals a
start to rational negotiations to solve
the current budget impasse. We need to
build on the positive signals sent by
both sides to reach a compromise.

That is why I renew my call for a bi-
partisan summit now—before the budg-
et crisis. We need to sit down now to
hammer out our differences.

Resolving differences is the essence
of governing. Let us get together, the
leaders of both parties, and work to-
gether to make our Government work.

I fear that few of our leaders have
considered what happens if Congress
and the President fail to reach an
agreement and force the Government
to shut down. Make no mistake about
it—shutting down the Government will
bring serious consequences.

First, shutting down the Government
because Democrats and Republicans
cannot agree on the budget will accom-
plish nothing except adding more scorn
of our political system. This partisan
fighting for just the sake of a headline
is exactly what Vermonters believe is
wrong with our present system. I be-
lieve this scorn will be fully justified if
we do not work out our differences be-
fore forcing the Government to close.

Second, and more importantly, shut-
ting down the Government will have
serious effects on the lives of millions
of Americans.

The most immediate effect of a shut-
down will be the furloughing of Federal
employees. The only exceptions from
furloughs under a Government shut-
down are Presidential appointees, uni-
formed military personnel, and Federal
civilian employees rated ‘‘essential.”

In 1990, the nonpartisan General Ac-
counting Office estimated that 319,541
Federal Government employees out of
741,668 would be furloughed—about 43
percent of the Federal Government
work force—during a Government shut-
down.

Imagine the effect on those hundreds
of thousands of employees and their
families who are facing the prospect of
an unknown period of unemployment.
These are hard-working people who
struggle like millions of other Ameri-
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cans to balance their checkbook each
month.

We should not hold their households
hostage to our inability to provide a
workable Government budget for all
Americans.

So let us keep in mind that when we
contemplate a shutdown, we are talk-
ing about punishing hard-working fam-
ilies, not faceless bureaucrats, as some
would lead us to believe.

What would be the effects if 43% of
our Government workers are not al-
lowed to go to work?

The GAO surveyed Government agen-
cies in 1990 to find out the answer to
that question. Each agency estimated
that a Government shutdown would se-
verely damage their effectiveness.

The Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, for example, estimated that *‘all en-
vironmental protection services would
be shutdown.” Do we really want to
leave our environment at risk to score
political points over a Government
shutdown?

The Food and Drug Administration
estimated under a shutdown ‘‘there
would be no work on applications for
new drugs and devices.”” Do we really
want to put the benefits of new science
and technology on hold to score politi-
cal points over a Government shut-
down?

The Social Security Administration
estimated that under a shutdown ‘‘no
new applications for Social Security or
Medicare eligibility would be taken or
inquiries answered."

Do we really want to make our senior
citizens wait to score political points
over a Government shutdown?

The Department of Justice estimated
that a shutdown would delay trials and
weaken its ability to supervise the
Federal parolee caseload. Do we really
want to slow down our criminal justice
system to score political points over a
Government shutdown?

The Department of Veterans Affairs
estimated that under a shutdown
‘“‘there would be approximately 37,000
unanswered telephone calls per day and
approximately 5,000 canceled inter-
views per day.” Do our veterans really
deserve this kind of treatment to score
political points over a Government
shutdown?

Perhaps the most lasting effect of a
Government shutdown will be the
wasted millions of taxpayer dollars.

At a time when the President and
Congress are dedicated to eliminating
unnecessary Government spending,
pouring money down a Government
shutdown rathole makes absolutely no
sense. Shutting down the Government
will make it harder to balance the
budget—not easier—because lost reve-
nue from a shutdown will simply add to
our deficit.

The GAO estimated in its 1990 report
that a 3-day closing would cost the
Government millions of revenue dol-
lars.
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The Interior Department, for exam-
ple, would lose $30 million in revenue
during a 3-day shutdown, and the
Treasury Department would lose a
whopping $420 million. A longer shut-
down would lose millions more. Do we
really want to waste taxpayer money
to score political points over a Govern-
ment shutdown?

Closing the Government, even for a
short time, carries serious con-
sequences. It would rightfully heap
scorn on our political system.

It would impair the effectiveness of
necessary Government services, which
many Americans depend on every day.
And it would waste millions of tax-
payer dollars.

Let us stop this fiscal insanity. Let
us build on last week’s bipartisan
meeting and call a bipartisan budget
summit.

It is time for our leaders to start act-
ing responsibly. It is time for our lead-
ers to start using some common sense.
It is time for a bipartisan summit on
the budget.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-

ISTRATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1996

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I un-
derstand that we have some amend-
ments that have been offered and are
pending now on this agriculture appro-
priations bill which is the business be-
fore the Senate.

AMENDMENT NO. 2688

One of these amendments that was
set aside for debate for later today was
one offered by the distinguished Demo-
cratic leader in behalf of Senators
KERREY and KOHL. That amendment
would strike a provision of the bill that
was added as a committee amendment
appropriating funds for use as disaster
assistance to supplement the benefits
provided by catastrophic insurance to
disaster victims. The reason the com-
mittee approved this amendment was
because we have seen throughout the
South this year some very serious dam-
age in the cotton fields of Alabama,
Georgia, Mississippi, Texas, Tennessee,
and Arkansas as well.

As a result of massive infestations of
tobacco budworms and beet army
worms, and other pests in the cotton
crops in these States, it has been hard
to estimate the exact amount of dam-
age done because harvesting has not
occurred in many of the areas where we
know the devastation is severe. So dol-
lar amounts are simply estimates at
this point. But one estimate that we
saw in my State of Mississippi alone
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indicates that over 160,000 acres of cot-
ton have been damaged at a loss of over
$100 million.

The reason the committee thought it
was important to provide some addi-
tional benefits is that the catastrophic
crop disaster insurance program is not
sufficient to help farmers in this situa-
tion. And many of them are not going
to be able to plant crops next year, and
some are not going to be able to stay in
business unless something is done to
help them.

We have already seen this last week
a request from the Governor of Mis-
sissippi transmitted to Secretary of
Agriculture Glickman asking for disas-
ter declarations in many of these coun-
ties in our State which will make
available emergency production loans.
These loans will be at reduced rates of
interest—I am told at about 3.75 per-
cent interest—and would be available
as emergency loan benefits, if the dam-
age assessment reports justify the dec-
laration and approval of the declara-
tion by the Secretary of Agriculture.

One difficulty that we are encounter-
ing, though, is that the early estimates
are proving to be much less than what
the damages are turning out to be be-
cause of these massive infestations of
pests.

It is certainly a concern to me that
the Senators from Nebraska and Wis-
consin are urging the Senate to over-
turn this provision in our bill. We had
hoped that the Senate and the House
also would respond to this crisis situa-
tion and be generous—as generous as
the budget permits and as generous as
our rules permit—to provide some addi-
tional assistance to these disaster vic-
tims.

I am urging the Senate to approve
the committee amendment that pro-
vides this crop disaster assistance
money. The Senate should also know
that I have introduced separate legisla-
tion to authorize the Secretary, if he
deems that additional disaster assist-
ance is justified, to ask for additional
appropriations.

That legislation has been introduced
here in the Senate. It has been intro-
duced in the House in the companion
bill which is sponsored by Congressman
ROGER WICKER and Congressman
BENNIE THOMPSON of Mississippi. Our
entire delegation was invited to a
meeting at the offices of the Mis-
sissippi Farm Bureau federation in Au-
gust to hear firsthand the reports of
cotton producers and those who were
familiar with the situation—immunol-
ogists, an economist from the Mis-
sissippi Extension Service at Mis-
sissippi State University who was fa-
miliar with the facts. And, after hear-
ing all of the information, it became
very clear to me that we needed to re-
spond both here in Washington and at
every level of government to try to
help overcome the effects of this seri-
ous disaster.
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It is one of those situations where it
appeared that we were going to have a
very good and productive cotton crop
throughout the country this year. But
all of a sudden, because of the exces-
sive hot weather, hotter than usual,
dryer than usual, and an enormous in-
festation of these insects and pests
that almost overnight the complexion
of the cotton crop this year was
changed. Producers began trying to
find out what kinds of control meas-
ures could be effective to deal with this
problem. Some of them spent huge
amounts on chemical applications that
they were told by experts could help
deal with this disaster only to find out
that the money was really wasted.
Hundreds of thousands of dollars have
been spent by many farmers in our
State to try to deal with and control
these pests. And much of that money
has been wasted.

There are many cotton fields in our
State which will not even have a cot-
ton picker put in the fields. They will
not even try to harvest the cotton be-
cause it is just not there to pick. So
total losses in many of our counties
have been sustained.

I am going to ask, Mr. President, to
put in the RECORD an estimate that has
been compiled from various sources, in-
cluding the Mississippi Department of
Agriculture, the Texas Extension Serv-
ice, the Alabama Extension Service,
and the National Cotton Council. The
States of Tennessee, Arkansas, Texas,
Mississippi, Georgia, and Alabama are
covered in this report.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, that this estimate of cotton
losses due to the tobacco bud worm be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

COTTON LOSSES DUE TO THE TOBACCO BUDWORM

State and reduced s
yield
o R S RN R MR L L 160,000 100
Texas (in lower Rio Grand and southern Roll-

L L e I SR 500,000 200-400
Nabama 400,000 155
T 150,000 50-75
Gerp o

ia |
North Caroling ... Negligible
South Carolina ..... Negligible
Sources: Mississippi: MS Depart of Agriculture; Texas: Texas Exten-

sion Service; Alabama: Auburn Extension Service; Tennessee: National Cotton
Council, Arkansas: National Cotton Council; North Carodina: Mational Catton
Council; South Carolina: National Cotton Council, and Georgia: National Cot-
ton Council.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, the es-
timates not only identify the acreage
that has been abandoned and which
will have reduced yields due to this in-
festation, but also the translation in
losses in terms of millions of dollars in
my State of Mississippl. It is a $100
million estimate. But just this week,
when I was home in Mississippi this
weekend, the newspaper carried a story
with new crop loss estimates that have
been compiled from throughout the
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South. It shows that even higher esti-
mates than had earlier been expected
are now justified on the basis of the
losses that are occurring.

We have on our hands, Mr. President,
one of the worst disasters in the cotton
industry that anyone can remember.
Our committee decided that it would
be important to make available some
additional funds which the Secretary of
Agriculture could use to supplement
the benefits of the Catastrophic Crop
Insurance Program.

The Catastrophic Crop Insurance
Program is a new program. Farmers
were told, when this program was ap-
proved, that it would be a substitute
for the usual disaster assistance bene-
fits that have occasionally been made
available when disasters struck the ag-
riculture sector, and that the amounts
of the benefits would be about the same
that they would normally get; to qual-
ify for the catastrophic crop insurance,
you would be charged $50, and that
would be a processing fee.

I remember when I first heard about
it, I said to the Department of Agri-
culture people who were briefing us,
“That's too good to be true—$50. You
buy this insurance and it provides the
same benefits that the Federal Govern-
ment has been making available as dis-
aster benefits on an ad hoc basis when
they thought it was justified.” I was
assured that is what the promise was.

What has happened, as we get down
to the real details and we find out what
the benefits are of this so-called Cata-
strophic Crop Insurance Program, we
are finding out it does not provide the
same coverage that historic disaster
assistance programs have provided.

Previous disaster programs tradition-
ally provided coverage at 60 percent of
historic yields at 65 percent of the mar-
ket price. This new catastrophic cov-
erage is 50 percent of historic yield at
60 percent of the market price.

That may not sound like a great deal
of difference, but it is. It is a substan-
tially different program that is now
being made available to disaster vic-
tims.

I know that one reason for the
change and one reason for the adoption
of the new Crop Insurance Program
was to provide a predictable level of
benefit when an agriculture disaster
struck, and if farmers were not satis-
fied that that was enough, they would
be encouraged thereby to buy addi-
tional coverage. They would buy up to
another level of protection on their
own. But a lot of farmers have not done
that, for varying reasons. Some mis-
understood the benefit package that
catastrophic insurance provided; some
were, frankly, convinced that the addi-
tional insurance was too expensive for
what they would probably get from it
as benefits; and there may have been
other reasons. There has always been a
question about how the yields are cal-
culated and whether the yields were
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too high or too low, whether they were
individual yields or countywide basis
yields. There have been a lot of prob-
lems with crop insurance, and every-
body knows that.

I raise this issue now, and I know it
will be debated later by those who are
trying to strike this money from the
bill, so Senators will be on notice that
we are probably going to have to vote
on this amendment. Unlike other disas-
ters that have been occasioned by flood
or bad weather, this is a disaster that
actually resulted in farmers going out
and spending money to try to prevent
it on their own, trying to apply what
they hoped would be new chemicals
that were promised to work and did not
or did not work well enough to justify
the enormous expenses that farmers
went to to protect themselves.

Here they were. It was just weeks
away from these bolls ripening and pro-
ducing the cotton for harvest when
they noticed that these bolls were
being infested with budworms and
army worms and other pests.

One part of the story is good news,
and that is that in many parts of our
State, the delta region particularly,
the cotton had gotten to the stage of
development where it was not affected
by the worms, and so we are not talk-
ing about every area of our State being
equally devastated by this problem.
But we do have many areas of our
State where there are total losses and
many areas where the yields are not
nearly what they were expected to be.
It is disheartening and it truly is a dis-
aster of enormous proportions. So I
hope the Senators who are resisting
this effort to provide additional assist-
ance will reconsider.

The amount of money in the bill for
this purpose is about $40 million, and
Senator KERREY's amendment will
strike that money. We hope that the
Senate will vote against it.

I am going to ask unanimous con-
sent, Mr. President, to put in the
RECORD some additional supporting
documentation on this, specifically an
article that I talked about that was in
the paper this weekend which more
clearly describes the seriousness of the
situation and the enormous losses that
are occurring in Mississippi and else-
where as a result of this cotton crop
disaster.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

(From the Clarion-Ledger, Sept. 17, 1995]
GROWERS PICK TOUGH YEAR FOR MORE
COTTON

STARKVILLE.—Cotton yields will not be
what many growers dreamed of when they
increased Mississippi’'s crop by 100,000 acres
to take advantage of stronger prices.

Highar than normal insect pressure and ex-
cessive heat have taken their toll.

“*Preliminary yields do not look good,”
said Will McCarty, extension cotton special-
ist at Mississippi State University.

The Sept. 1 crop report from the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture brought bleak news
on the expectations for Mississippi's crop.
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‘““The September report estimates 480,000
fewer bales of cotton for Mississippi than the
August report predicted,”” McCarty said.
‘‘The pounds per acre expectation dropped
158 pounds. I can’t remember the crop report-
ing service ever dropping us that much in
one month.™

The cotton specialist said the news could
get worse as the season finishes.

““There is no doubt that the severe, contin-
uous heat in July, August and early Septem-
ber has taken a heavy toll on the crop,”
McCarty said.

Blake Layton, extension entomologist at
MSU, said the state had faced the risk of cat-
astrophic tobacco budworm numbers for sev-
eral years because of high levels of insecti-
cide resistance.

‘“The extremely high numbers in 1995
turned that risk into reality,” Layton said.
“This risk will exist again next year because
we still will have problems with insecticide
resistance. Severe winter temperatures will
help reduce the danger.”

The entomologist said because of the cy-
clic nature of these insects next year hope-
fully will be less severe.

“‘We seldom have two back-to-back years
of insect populations at these levels of a pest
like this,” he said.

Layton said natural predators and para-
sites increase with high numbers of an insect
and help knock the numbers back down. He
said the damage to the 1995 crop is done.
Growers are no longer applying insecticides
as the tobacco budworms prepare to overwin-
ter in the ground.

In Forest County, where cotton is a new
crop, growers are anxious to harvest and see
the bottom line.

“We're one of the few counties that
haven't had tobacco budworm problems, but
we've had everything else—bollworms, beet
armyworms, yellow-striped armyworms and
even loopers,” said Lee Taylor, Forest Coun-
ty agricultural agent. “Last fall's eradi-
cation efforts helped keep boll weevils from
becoming a factor this year."

Taylor said growers turned to cotton as
marketing of soybeans and corn became less
attractive. He said 1995 has been a good year
for cotton.

Otis Davis, Madison County agent, said
growers began harvesting cotton slightly
earlier because of the dry conditions. The
drought is causing lighter seeds and smaller
bolls.

‘‘Insects were a tremendous expense to
growers throughout Madison County,' Davis
said. “Cotton prices probably will entice
growers to return to cotton again next
year."

Growers throughout the southeast con-
tinue to await word on disaster assistance
from the federal and state governments as a
result of tobacco budworm damage.

Mr. INHOFE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be allowed to
address the Senate as if in morning
business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

INDEPENDENT STATUS FOR THE
FAA

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, last
month I introduced a bill that would
give the FAA independent status. As a
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matter of fact, when I introduced it, I
read a speech as if I were giving it. It
was really a speech that was given 20
years ago by Barry Goldwater, and
Barry Goldwater's speech was a
lengthy one, one that outlined the
problems in 1975 that had occurred
since the FAA had gone under the De-
partment of Transportation back in
1967. He talked about the procurement
problems and the personnel problems
that are very unique to the FAA.

Oddly enough, it was 20 years ago
that Barry Goldwater made that
speech, and I talked to him the other
day and he said, *‘I hope we will be able
to do it now.”

I am talking about a life-and-death
issue as a commercial pilot, I guess the
last active commercial pilot in Con-
gress. I have experienced having our
lives in the hands of those controllers
down there, and it is very significant
that we do give them the independent
status that Barry Goldwater was seek-
ing back in 1975.

I really believe if we could do that,
we could effect enough savings to actu-
ally prevent having to raise fees and
having to raise taxes as is being consid-
ered right now in another bill, and as
also is being suggested by the Presi-
dent.

On August 9, the chairman of the Ap-
propriations Committee made a state-
ment in the Chamber, and he said,
“The FAA tells us if they could have
this kind of operational flexibility’—
now we are talking about independent
status, free from the bureaucracy of
the DOT, free from the procurement
guidelines and the personnel guide-
lines—'‘they believe they could cut as
much as 20 percent out of the procure-
ment budget’’ from what they are
spending today.

Now, this is significant because that
happens to be approximately the
amount that historically has been con-
tributed to the FAA for operations
from the general revenues. And I sug-
gest to you that my bill does not give
the FAA the power to increase fees in-
discriminately. I suggest, if we do that
such as is suggested in the McCain bill,
instead of streamlining their bureauc-
racy, they would merely raise fees.

I will read from the McCain bill the
portion I am talking about. It says, ‘“‘to
establish a program of incentive-based
fees for services to improve the air
traffic management system perform-
ance and to establish appropriate levels
of cost accountability for air traffic
management services provided by the
FAA."”

So, Mr. President, I have a lot of re-
spect for Mr. Hinson, David Hinson,
who is the Administrator of the FAA. I
think he is one of the few real good ap-
pointments that this President has
made. And I think that if anyone could
streamline his bureaucracy, it would be
David Hinson. But I suggest to you
that the words that I recall that Ron-
ald Reagan made way back in 1965
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when he said, ‘“There is nothing closer
to immortality on the face of this
Earth than a Government program
once devised,”’ that is exactly what we
are faced with now. A bureaucracy
never, as long as it has the ability to
raise funds, is going to streamline their
operation.

So I hope that we will be able to con-
sider my bill very seriously. And I sug-
gest there are about several million pi-
lots out there that are concerned about
this also. I think it would be very dif-
ficult to go out right now and tell the
pilots, who are paying an average of
about $2,320 in wvarious costs each
year—for a small four-passenger air-
plane in addition to that, they are pay-
ing the gas tax—to go out and tell
these pilots that in 1990 we raised your
gas tax and we raised it again in 1993,
and now we are going to start raising
your fees.

So, Mr., President, this can be done
without increasing fees and taxes. My
bill will do that. I am going to be urg-
ing the passage of this legislation.

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-

ISTRATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1996 X

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

ARS FACILITY AT EL RENO, OK

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I rise
to express my concern with the Senate
committee's designation of the pri-
mary ARS laboratory at El Reno, OK,
as a “‘worksite.” Upon a thorough eval-
uation of the Fort Reno facility, it re-
mains clear that this primary station
remains an important and valuable re-
source for the agricultural community
of the Midwest.

Fort Reno's 7,000 contiguous acres,
numerous existing structures, includ-
ing buildings and fences and valuable
on-site personnel resources, make it a
unique asset and an ideal location to
direct and administer research.

A large amount of work at Fort Reno
is dedicated to closing the forage gaps
in livestock production systems com-
mon to the Great Plains States by ex-
perimenting in forage alternatives to
native pasture and winter wheat pas-
ture.

Fort Reno's regional value is visible
in their cooperative efforts with ARS
stations in Booneville, AR, and
Bushland, TX, to solve the problems
caused by cattle raised on fescue pas-
tures in the eastern-third of the United
States. Fort Reno's research on the re-
sistance of tropical cattle breeds of fes-
cue fungus problems continues to hold
valuable promise.

In addition, Fort Reno many years
ago established watershed research lo-
cations on several pastures to collect
runoff and evaluate the environmental
impact of agricultural waste, chemi-
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cals, and sediment generated by var-
ious grazing systems. Current plans
call for an evaluation of this long-term
data and an expansion of the program
to larger, system-size watersheds. This
information will be very wvaluable as
non-point source pollution reduction
goals are expanded in the Clean Water
Act reauthorization.

As a primary research facility, these
are just several examples of progress
being made at Fort Reno and a dem-
onstration of the facility’s continuing
contributions to the agricultural com-
munity of the Midwest.

I know the committee is aware that
the House of Representatives main-
tains full funding for the ARS station
at Fort Reno in their fiscal year 1996
Agriculture appropriations bill. In
light of the important research and ex-
isting nature of the Fort Reno site, I
continue to strongly support full fund-
ing for primary research at Fort Reno.

Mr. COCHRAN. Senator NICKLES, I
am aware of your strong interest in the
ARS facility at El Reno, OK, and share
your support for the agricultural re-
search conducted there.

The valuable work being conducted
at the Fort Reno's facility is indeed
unique and I recognize the importance
of continuing research at the site. As
this issue is revisited by a House-Sen-
ate conference committee, 1 will work
to maintain this wvaluable research

asset.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GOR-
TON). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi is recognized.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, there
has been a unanimous-consent agree-
ment worked out in connection with
the handling of an amendment to the
appropriations bill. The amendment is
a committee amendment.

The Senator from California, Senator
BoxER, for herself and Senator FEIN-
STEIN—and maybe others—has offered
to strike that amendment. In connec-
tion with that, I propose the following:

I ask unanimous consent that at 10:30
a.m. on Tuesday, the Senate resume
consideration of the excepted commit-
tee amendment regarding chickens,
and there be 2 hours to be equally di-
vided between Senators BOXER and
COCHRAN or their designees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I fur-
ther ask that immediately following
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the vote on passage “of H.R. 4, as
amended, the Senate resume H.R. 1976,
and there be 4 minutes for debate on
the committee amendment, to be
equally divided in the usual form, to be
followed by a vote on or in relation to
the committee amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished Senator from
Arkansas and all Senators for permit-
ting us this unanimous-consent agree-
ment.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HELMS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak as if in
morning business for 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SALE OF PMA'S

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, on
Wednesday, the Senate Energy Com-
mittee will be meeting their reconcili-
ation targets by debating a proposal of-
fered by the Chair which includes,
among other things, something most
people have not heard much about. It is
called the sale of the PMA's. Almost
nobody knows what that means—the
sale of SWAPA or WAPA or the PMA's.

Well, there are a lot of ideas rico-
cheting around the Chambers of the
House and the Senate these days. Many
are labeled ‘reform,” ‘‘change,”
“new,"” “bright.” The fact is some of
these ideas are old ideas dressed in new
clothes that have been bad for years.
This is one of them. The notion that we
should sell the power marketing agen-
cies in order to raise some short-term
dollars in the short run and lose dollars
every year thereafter makes no sense
at all.

Let me describe for people who do
not have any idea what this means
what the consequences are and what
PMA's are. In my State of North Da-
kota, some 40 years ago, they decided
to try to harness the Missouri River
because it was causing a lot of prob-
lems. Spring flooding would come and
the old Missouri would snake out in a
dozen different directions and cause
enormous flooding all the way down to
Kansas City and elsewhere, and so they
decided we needed to harness the Mis-
souri River. So we built a series of
dams under the Pick Sloan plan. One of
the dams was built in North Dakota
called the Garrison Dam. It dammed up
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a half million acres of water behind it.
Communities that used to exist are
now under water and have been for
years. It created a dam in order to pre-
vent flooding, and one of the benefits of
creating that dam is that they put in
turbines and the water runs through
those turbines and generates elec-
tricity. The promise was that if you in
North Dakota will be willing to play
host to a flood that comes and stays
forever, so that downstream they can
play softball in the evening, light the
city park and not worry about flood-
ing—if you will play host to a flood
that comes and stays forever on a half
a million acres in order to help folks
downstream, we will give you some
benefits. One of these benefits is that
you will be able to generate low-cost
regional electricity and send it around
in a way that will benefit folks in the
region who are using electricity.

So our people said, ‘““Well, that
sounds like something we would be
willing to do,” and we did. The Pick
Sloan program went forward and the
dam was built and the flood was cre-
ated and we generate electricity. That
promise of low-cost electricity for our
region is a promise that has been kept
over the years.

Now, the Garrison Dam that gen-
erates that electricity with all the tur-
bines and the water running through
that is owned by the public. It is owned
by the Government. And so are the
transmission lines and the dam
through which that electricity flows in
order to provide benefits to people who
are using their electricity on farms, in
cities, in businesses. Those facilities,
the dam and the transmission lines, are
owned by the Government. It is a pub-
lic facility owned by the Federal Gov-
ernment.

In our region of the county, it is
called WAPA, Western Area Power Ad-
ministration. It is the way we take
public power generated from the dam
and distribute it regionally for the ben-
efit of the people in our region because
we promised them if they would accept
a flood that came and stayed, we would
give them some low-cost electricity as
part of the benefit, part of the pay-
ment.

Well, some years ago, there was a
plan that was developed to cut Govern-
ment waste—some of you remember
it—called the Grace Commission. Peter
Grace headed the Grace Commission. It
had a lot of good ideas. In fact, about
two-thirds of the ideas in the Grace re-
port were eventually adopted—a lot of
good ideas, but like anything else that
has a menu of ideas, some were genius
and some were dumb.

One of the dumb ideas, in my judg-
ment—using a pejorative term—in the
Grace report was to sell our dams that
generate hydroelectric power.

All the way back to the Grace report,
we had this goofy notion that if we
would sell the dams so that those who
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would buy these dams and the hydro-
electric facilities could reprice the
electricity to market rate, that would
surely be a good thing for the Govern-
ment. But, of course, that did not get
much traction throughout the 1980's.

Some of the Grace report did because
some of it made sense and some of it
just did not make any sense at all. This
was part that did not make any sense,
so it never got done. However, in re-
cent years, there were calls to sell the
power marketing agencies—Southwest,
SWAPA, WAPA, three of them, four of
them actually, one of which is being
sold—sell the power marketing agen-
cies.

Well, it comes from people who, I
suppose, have two motives now. One is
they do not think the public ought to
own anything—get it in private hands
so it can be priced at whatever the
highest price is. That is the philosophy
of some. And the second philosophy by
some is let us solve the budget problem
today by selling assets.

In order to accomplish that philo-
sophical purpose, they had to change
the rules this year—the first year ever
in which they changed the rules—to
allow you to sell an asset and show a
reduced deficit.

Would it not be interesting to have a
family budget like that? You say, well,
we will meet our yearly expenses by
selling the car, then the house, then
the yard.

Well, we had a rule against that in
Congress, for good reason, because peo-
ple who thought much about it under-
stood what everybody knows: you do
not solve your fiscal problems by sell-
ing your assets. At least you do not
solve your operating budget deficit
problems by selling your assets.

But this year, it is different. This
year, the majority party says our budg-
et is going to change. We are going to
change that little old rule so you can
sell assets and therefore show a’lower
operating budget deficit.

Well, there is one inevitable truth
about selling the power marketing
agencies. And that is this: Every single
yvear they bring money into the Federal
Government from the sale of this elec-
tricity. Every single year we get
streams of hundreds of millions of dol-
lars from the sale of this electricity
from the hydroelectric facilities.

Now, if you sell them, what would be
the budget impact? The budget impact
in the first couple years would be—you
would get the money for the sale,
would you not? So you show some more
money coming in because you sold
them. Then what happens every year
after that? Every single year after that
you have a loss. The Federal Govern-
ment would not be getting the money
it used to get and not getting the
money that it expected to get.

This is so symbolic of the way fiscal
policy exists around here. Sell an asset,
use it to say you are going to deal with
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an operating budget deficit. Sell an
asset and get some money now despite
the fact that in the long term by sell-
ing the power marketing agencies you
lose money. You lose money every sin-
gle year in the long term because the
income stream that used to come in
will no longer come in.

Now, we are going to meet on
Wednesday in the Energy Committee
to deal with this reconciliation re-
quirement. And you know, I am just
not moderate on the question of wheth-
er we should sell the power marketing
agencies. The answer is no; under no
condition should we sell the power
marketing agencies.

Some say, let us let the customers
buy them on a preferential basis. The
power marketing agencies are part of a
long-term promise that philosophically
ought not be abridged or violated. We
ought not, for short-term purposes,
construct a mechanism here in budg-
etary policy that is just pound-foolish
in every respect—that will bring some
money in in the short term by doing
something that is fundamentally un-
sound and philosophically wrong and
that in the long term will increase the
Federal deficit.

This is to me both philosophically
important, because I believe there are
certain public principles involved in
the public ownership of these assets,
and it is also important from a fiscal
policy standpoint. And when we meet
on Wednesday, I intend to be one of
those on the Energy Committee that
says, I do not support and will not sup-
port the sale of the power marketing
agencies.

There are a lot of good ideas running
around this Chamber. I embrace many,
support many, and stand to speak for
many. But when I see an old idea
masquerading as a new idea, that is in
fact a bad idea for this country, it is
time to blow the whistle and say,
“Enough; no more.” I do not know
where the votes are on Wednesday, but
I hope we can defeat this.

I say to those who wonder what the
consequences might be, well, in my
State, North Dakota—a very small
State, 640,000 people—if they sell the
power marketing agencies and have
people bid on them so we get some
short-term money in, what will happen
is we will have short-term money in
the front end and it will cost us higher
budget deficits in the long term, and
about 200,000 North Dakotans will pay
higher electric rates.

It makes no sense at all. It violates
the promise that exists as a result of
the construction of these facilities.
And in my judgment, this Congress
would do well to decide to stand on
principle and not entertain any longer
the idea of selling the power marketing
agencies.

Mr. President, I know there will be a
substantial amount of debate and dis-
cussion about this in the Energy Com-
mittee on Wednesday, and I hope that
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when the dust settles, we will find a
way to defeat this proposal.

RESTRUCTURING THE FARM
PROGRAM

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, let me
address one other quick item as long as
no one is seeking the floor. A group of
us just had a press conference about an
hour ago to introduce a piece of legis-
lation that calls for restructuring the
Farm Program. That is not very impor-
tant to most people if you are not in-
volved in farming or do not live in a
rural county or do not live in a rural
State. It may not matter to you what
kind of a Farm Program this country
has. But if you are a family farmer try-
ing to raise some kids and raise a crop
and keep things together and make a
decent living, the question of whether
this country has a Farm Program is
critical to your survival.

We have two different approaches to
the Farm Program these days: One em-
bodied in the most recent budget that
says, let us cut $14 billion out of the
agricultural function, that says we
should increase defense spending, build
star wars, but we cannot afford a de-
cent farm program; let us cut $14 bil-
lion. The President, by contrast, said,
let us cut $4 billion.

Well, I accept that Agriculture
should have some budget cuts and I
supported budget cuts in the past for
them. They have taken more than
their share in the past than they
should have, but more is to come. But
not $14 billion, $4 billion to $4.2 billion
the President suggested is in the range
that makes some sense.

But what is interesting to me is that
now that this budget requirement is
out there, one which I do not support
by the way, we are discovering that the
chairs of both committees in the House
and the Senate in the agricultural area
cannot write a farm plan. They cannot
get a consensus on a farm plan. They
cannot find 10 votes in the Senate com-
mittee for a farm plan apparently, be-
cause they paint themselves in a cor-
ner with a $14 billion budget deficit re-
duction number in agriculture. You
cannot write a decent farm plan with
that.

Some say, well, we have a new ap-
proach called the freedom to farm bill.
The freedom to farm bill, as my col-
league, ToM HARKIN, said, is the *‘wel-
come to welfare” bill that disconnects
in every single way an opportunity to
have a long-term price support that is
beneficial to family-size farms.

I will not apologize for a minute to
anybody for believing that investing in
family farmers with a safety net that
makes sense is worthwhile for this
country. Nobody in this Chamber ever
ought to stand up and claim to be pro-
family if you are not pro-family farm-
er. Nobody under any condition ought
to talk about being pro-family unless
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they are willing to stand for the inter-
ests of maintaining a network of fam-
ily farms in this country. That is
where the nurturing and caring and
sharing and the kind of development of
family values in this country has al-
ways begun for 200 years and rolled
across this country to our small towns
and cities.

The fact is, it makes a difference in
our future whether we have an inven-
tory of agri-factories producing Ameri-
ca's food or whether we have families
out there living on the land where the
yard light is on at night and sending
kids to school and buying tractors in
town. It makes a difference the kind of
agriculture we have.

Family farm-based agriculture is
critically important to this country’s
future. I know a group of us introduced
legislation today that says you can
create a better farm program and save
money if you simply disconnect from
the giant agri-factories and decide to
focus a targeted price support on the
family-size farms.

People say, ‘“What is a family-size
farm?" I do not know the answer to
that. We do not have a statistical defi-
nition of a family size farm. But we do
not have enough money anyway, so you
try to layer in the best price support
you can for the first increment of pro-
duction; and the effect of that is to
provide the bulk of the benefits to fam-
ily-sized operations.

Now, we hope in the coming 3 or 4
weeks, in the time that is critical for
the future of the new 5-year farm bill,
that we can find a critical mass be-
tween Republicans and Democrats, all
of whom, hopefully, will come together
to get a network of family farms in
this farm bill. And we hope we can do
that.

There are some in this Congress who
are willing to wave the white flag of
surrender and say, ‘““We give up. It can-
not be done.” What they do is consign
rural counties in this country to eco-
nomic despair and economic depres-
sion. My home county lost 20 percent
of its population in the 1980’s and 10
percent in the first half of the 1990's. It
is shrinking like a prune. The current
farm program does not work. And it is
not going to help a thing by deciding to
surrender and pass something called a
freedom to farm act, which, as I said, is
nothing more than a welcome to wel-
fare act.

There is a better way to do this. Sen-
ator DASCHLE, myself, Senator CONRAD,
Senator EXON, Senator HARKIN, and
others introduced Ilegislation today
that we think puts us on the road, the
right track, to deal with this country’s
farm problems. I hope all Members of
the Senate will be able to review it and
consider it as we evaluate what direc-
tion this country takes with respect to
farm policy in the coming 5 years.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

I make the point that there is not a
quorum.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ABRAHAM). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-

ISTRATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1596

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me
again remind my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle, the managers of the
Agriculture appropriations bill are on
the floor. They have been on the floor
throughout the day.

There are Members here who have
amendments who, for some reason, are
holding back offering those amend-
ments. Let me repeat what I tried to
indicate this morning, that if we can
complete action on the six remaining
appropriations bills this week and by
the 30th of next week, by next Satur-
day, a week from this coming Satur-
day, we would, I think, be prepared to
take the next week off, plus Columbus
Day.

That is if we complete action on the
appropriations. I do not mean complete
the conference but complete action in
the Senate Chamber so that either will
be ready for conference as soon as we
return.

We are trying to avoid the so-called
train wreck come October 1, which I
think can be avoided fairly easily.

I know some of my colleagues are
around but they just have not come to
the floor. It is very difficult for the
managers to proceed with the bill.

If we finish this bill, this will be No.
8 out of 13. Then we will move to an-
other appropriations bill, hopefully do
three this week and three next week.
But the managers of the bill cannot
move unless they have the cooperation
from Members.

Members sometimes are hard to
move, but if you intend to offer an
amendment to this bill, I would say to
my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle, please cooperate. We are only
trying to accommodate the requests of
many, many Senators the week of Oc-
tober 1. But we cannot accommodate
those Senators unless we have the co-
operation of all of our colleagues.
There will be a vote sometime this
afternoon, about 5:30.

Mr. COCHRAN. If the distinguished
leader would yield, I can say that we
are trying to reach an agreement on a
vote at a time certain later this after-
noon, certainly not before 5:30.

There is an indication that we could
have a debate and a vote on the pro-
motion program amendment which
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would be offered by the Senator from
Nevada and the Senator from Arkan-
sas, but that vote could occur as late
at 8 o'clock, we are told.

We are trying to work out an agree-
ment on what our options are. We
would like to have a vote later this
evening.

Mr. DOLE. Third reading would be
one option. Can we go to third reading?

Mr. COCHRAN. I do not think that is
appropriate since we have amendments
where the yeas and nays have been or-
dered but we agreed that the votes will
not occur until tomorrow.

We have two amendments by Senator
BROWN from Colorado where the yeas
and nays have already been ordered.
We also have an agreement that has
been entered into regarding an amend-
ment by the Senator from California,
Senator BOXER, where the vote will
occur tomorrow afternoon after we
have completed action on the welfare
bill.

So we have made progress. Senators
have cooperated. We do have outstand-
ing amendments, and we appreciate
your suggestion that those Senators
who do want to offer amendments come
and offer them and talk about them,
and we will have a vote on one tonight
and stack the rest of the votes for to-
morrow.

Mr. DOLE. In addition, if they have
an amendment, it may be some of the
same Senators that had asked me
about that first week in October. So I
will keep that in mind when they come
around the next time.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, in re-
lationship to the discussion, I think
Senator BoB KERREY has an amend-
ment that is supposed to be on the
floor at 5:30 to debate the amendment.

The distinguished chairman of the
committee has suggested that we vote
on the committee amendment, but I
am also told that the committee
amendment contains not only the dis-
aster relief as proposed by the chair-
man, but also the provision that Sen-
ator BOXER objects to.

We could bifurcate.

Mr. COCHRAN. We would not want to
vote on the one relating to the poultry
issue that Senator BOXER is interested
in, only that relating to the disaster
assistance for cotton farmers.

Mr. BUMPERS. Frankly, I think it is
important we tell people we are going
to start voting sometime after 5:15,
that we start voting. I am hoping we
can vote either on the Kerrey amend-
ment or the committee amendment.

Senator BoB KERREY is supposed to
be on the floor at 5:30. If he is, we will
work out an agreement. If he wants to
vote right then, first, that is fine. It is
fine with the chairman. Then we will
vote on that part of the committee
amendment.

Mr. COCHRAN. We do not have to
vote on both of them.

Mr. BUMPERS. That is right.
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Mr. DOLE. Or we could vote first and
then hear the amendment.

Mr. BUMPERS. In any event, I hope
we start voting here. Senator COCHRAN
and I have waited patiently here all
day long with not some grace, but, in
any event, we have been here.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the

roll.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, 1 ask
unanimous that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KyL). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be allowed to
vitiate the yeas and nays on my
amendment No. 2689.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 2689, AS MODIFIED

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I now
will modify my amendment, provided
the amendment has been delivered to
the desk, and ask that it be considered
as an amendment to the bill, not the
committee amendment as previously.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, reserving
right to object, I will not object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will indicate that this does not
require unanimous consent.

Mr. FORD. I understand the Chair.
The Senator has the right to modify
his amendment without asking unani-
mous consent. I will not object.

The amendment (No. 2689), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following:

“It is the Sense of the Senate that the cur-
rent statute establishing the Tobacco Mar-
keting Assessment, which raises revenues
used solely for deficit reduction purposes and
not in any manner to offset the costs of the
tobacco program, should be amended to re-
quire that the current assessment be set at a
level sufficient to cover the administrative
costs of the tobacco program.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky is recognized.

Mr. FORD. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, let me express my ap-
preciation to the Senator from Colo-
rado for his working with Members this
evening in order to arrive at what we
think is a reasonable conclusion to his
desire. I think and hope that it will
reach what he is attempting to reach
without having a confrontation. He has
been very gentlemanly about it, and I
do appreciate it. I hope that and be-
lieve that both sides will accept his
amendment now and that we can move
on to other amendments.

I thank the Chair. I thank the Sen-
ator from Colorado.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

25295

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I want to
extend my thanks to both Senators
from Kentucky; Senator FORD, who is
here, and has been so helpful. I might
say that the Senator was expanding on
the information that I got from the
Congressional Budget Office, which was
not clear, that the tobacco program
has people who are paid for their grad-
ing and inspection already. I think
that needs a clarification, and the
RECORD should clearly reflect it.

I think it is also appropriate to note
the existence of a payment to reduce
the deficit which has been made by the
program. This amendment’'s clear pol-
icy is that this ought to be approved—
no-cost-to-the-Government provision—
that it makes it clear in drafting the
new farm program, or revising the ex-
isting farm program, that both the def-
icit reduction effort, as well as the ad-
ministrative costs, which my amend-
ment was concerned with, ought to all
be completely paid for. I think that
this is very helpful in that regard.

I yield the floor, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, amendment No. 2689, as
modified, is agreed to.

So, the amendment (No. 2689),
modified, was agreed to.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I rise to
offer an amendment and ask unani-
mous consent to set aside the pending
committee amendment so it may be of-
fered to the underlying bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 2690
(Purpose; To limit the use of funds by the

Department of Agriculture to activities

that do not interfere with the primacy of

State water law)

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask for its
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. BROWN]
proposes an amendment numbered 2690.

Insert at page 84, between line 2 and line 3:

SEC. T30. None of the funds available in this
Act shall be used for any action, including
the development or assertion of any position
or recommendation by or on behalf of the
Forest Service, that directly or indirectly
results in the loss of or restriction on the di-
version and use of water from existing water
supply facilities located on National Forest
lands by the owners of such facilities, or re-
sult in a material increase in the cost of
such yield to the owners of the water supply;
Provided: nothing in this section shall pre-
clude a mutual agreement between any agen-
cy of the Department of Agriculture and a
state or local governmental entity or private
entity or individual.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, this
amendment has been improved by the
helpful suggestions of the Senator from
Arkansas.

What it is meant to do is address a
rather unusual occurrence that hap-
pened several years ago; that is, water
supplies, drinking water being deliv-
ered from reservoirs in the mountains

as
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of Colorado, being delivered to the
cities on the plains which crossed Fed-
eral ground.

The Forest Service at one point had
suggested that literally the cities
would have to forfeit a third, a half, a
tenth, some portion of their water to
be allowed to get a renewal of the ex-
isting permit to cross Federal ground.
This was ironic because some of those
permits predated the existence of the
Forest Service itself.

This approach was taken by the For-
est Service, localized in Colorado, and
not, at least at that point, in other
States, thankfully, by other depart-
ments of the Federal Government. You
can imagine this would cause enormous
chaos. There is a law and body of case
law that relates to this and recognizes
States rights in this area.

Let me emphasize, Mr. President,
this phenomenon occurred where there
was no change whatsoever anticipated
in the use of the water or the means of
transiting the Federal ground at all.
All of us understand that there are im-
portant laws on the books that grant
broad authority and grant new permits
to either use or cross Federal ground.
But this phenomenon had occurred at a
point where they were talking about
simply renewing an existing permit
with no change whatsoever. The policy
literally called into question then the
water rights throughout almost all of
the State.

As a matter of fact, if followed in
other States, it could have endangered
not only water rights throughout the
entire West but property rights for
States and citizens and municipalities
throughout the entire Nation because,
of course, once one is allowed to ex-
tract or extort concessions based on re-
newal of an existing permit without
any changes, almost every city in the
Nation has some vulnerability.

This, I think, makes the policy clear
that that kind of extortion will not
take place.

I want to thank both the Senator
from Mississippi and the Senator from
Arkansas for their help in crafting this
limitation.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I con-
gratulate the distinguished Senator
from Colorado for his amendment and
for his successful negotiation of the
amendment with the administration.
We are happy to recommend the ap-
proval of the amendment and hope the
Senate will support it.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, let me

just echo the words of the distin-

guished Senator from Mississippi. The
Senator from Colorado and several
communities in Colorado have a very
difficult problem in renewing ease-
ments and rights-of-way on municipal
water supplies which cross Federal
lands. Those are up for renewal.

I happen to come down very strongly
on the human needs side when issues
like this arise. It is not that there are
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not other problems that can and should
be addressed in order to accommodate
the future of those lines for the benefit
of both parties, and that is the reason
I personally favor and the administra-
tion favors the provision in this
amendment that as long as both par-
ties voluntarily agree to changes which
are beneficial to both, that is fine. But
frankly, the Federal Government and
Forest Service should not have the
right to be arbitrary or capricious in
renewing these rights-of-way which are
critical to the very existence of some
of these communities.

The Senator from Colorado has my
gratitude for offering it, and I am
happy that we were able to work out
this language. We have no objection to
the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment? If
not, the question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment (No. 2690) was agreed

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. BUMPERS. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the quorum
call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak for 5 min-
utes as in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PRESSLER. Thank you, Mr.
President. .

MISLEADING ADS TO SENIOR
CITIZENS

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, there
have been a number of ads run on tele-
vision and newspapers regarding senior
citizens programs in my State of South
Dakota and, I understand, around the
country. These ads are very mislead-
ing. They wrongly allege if current
plans by the majority in Congress are
carried out, certain people will not be
able to get care for Alzheimer’s disease
or nursing care or medical treatment.
These are scare tactics.

In my own case, I have taken great
interest in senior citizens. In fact, my
father, unfortunately, died of Alz-
heimer’'s disease. I have an Alzheimer’s
foundation. I am active on the board of
the Alzheimer's association nationally
and in my State. I have been a cham-
pion of senior citizens. I am very con-
cerned about their welfare. That is why
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I was concerned greatly when Medi-
care's trustees—a majority being mem-
bers of President Clinton's own cabi-
net—declared earlier this year that
Medicare would go bankrupt unless we
do something about it—we who hold re-
sponsibility.

A general plan to protect and pre-
serve Medicare has been put forth by
those courageous enough to be involved
with it. I serve as a member of the Fi-
nance Committee, and I have been a
part of the development of this plan.
Our plan would not cut Medicare, but
would slow its rate of increase from
about 10 percent a year, which is well
above inflation, to about what Presi-
dent Clinton once called for 2 years
ago, about 6 percent, twice the infla-
tion rate.

Now, Mr. President, it seems strange
to me that all these baseless ads
imply—and they list me by name in my
State—that Senators who are trying to
save Medicare are somehow forgetting
senior citizens and people with Alz-
heimer’s disease. I resent that deeply.
As one who had a father die of Alz-
heimer’s disease, I will not take a back
seat to anyone regarding the care of
senior citizens. I also do not intend to
sit idly by and let Medicare go bank-
rupt. Nor will I allow our fiscal house
be dismantled in order to protect well-
intentioned, but wasteful or inefficient
Government programs. We cannot go
around promising everybody every-
thing.

We have a huge deficit that threatens
our children’s future. We also have a
Medicare system its trustees’ have pre-
dicted will go broke if we do not do
something about it. We can save Medi-
care by reforming Medicare. We can
save Medicare by finding greater effi-
ciencies, and eliminating waste, fraud
and abuse. It means we have to use new
telecommunication methods and other
medical technologies to lower costs. It
means we have to encourage greater
choice in the kinds of medical services
available to seniors, which would also
lower costs. We can do all these things
and more without cutting Medicare,
but by slowing its growth rate in order
for Medicare to be there for seniors
well into the next century. And that is
very appropriate.

Now, we should take a look at who is
running these ads, at least in my State
and maybe around the country. Who is
disseminating this false information?

First of all, one of the sets of ads is
being funded by the American Federa-
tion of State, County and Municipal
Employees. Of course, one wouldn't
know that by listening or reading the
ads, because the ads are being run
under a different name, the so-called
Save America's Families Coalition. An-
other is run by the so-called American
Health Care Association. I think that
there should be truth in advertising
here. Who are really behind these ads
and what is their agenda?
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Let me say that I know there are
many sides to American politics. How-
ever, more and more, ads are being run
on television and the radio and in the
newspapers by front groups that try to
hide the true source. It is hard to know
by the disclaimer exactly who is behind
these ads.

And 8o, Mr. President, I would say as
one who comes from a family who has
seen the tragedy of Alzheimer’'s disease
firsthand that I am very, very con-
cerned. I am concerned about our Na-
tion's seniors. I have fought for our
seniors from the very first day I took
office as a U.S. Congressman. And I
will continue to fight for them as a
member of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee. My resolve is stronger than
ever. Our first priority for seniors is
simple: to preserve and protect Medi-
care. I have just come from a meeting
working on a comprehensive plan to
save Medicare. I would hope that in-
stead of running Medi-‘‘scare’” ads,
these liberal special interest groups
would offer real solutions to what
President Clinton and every Member of
Congress believes is a very severe prob-
lem. I would like to see their ideas,
their plans specifically.

All of us will have to stand on the
Senate floor soon and vote up or down
on these issues within the next few
weeks. At that time, our views and our
votes will be known. Before that oc-
curs, I hope all those behind the cur-
rent ad campaigns will step forward
and join in a constructive effort to save
Medicare. This issue is too important
for our seniors, and they deserve a con-
structive dialog and debate.

Mr. President, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, would the
Senator from South Dakota withhold
that motion?

Mr. PRESSLER. Yes I will.

Mr. FORD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky is recognized.

Mr. FORD. I ask unanimous consent
that I might proceed as in morning
business for 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

HEALTH CARE

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I under-
stand where my friend from South Da-
kota comes from. But there is part A
and part B under Medicare. Part A, we
talk about the trustees and their re-
ports. They gave us two reports. One is
a $136 billion surplus today in part A;
but in 7 years it will be down to minus
$6 billion. Under part B, there is $17 bil-
lion in surplus today; and 7 years from
now it will be $25 billion in surplus.

The President has put out that he
would want $89 billion in part A to
make Medicare solvent for 10 years,
and he has asked for a little bit more
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to make Medicare solvent. We agree
with the problems of solvency. The
President has three members on the
board of trustees, or the commission,
that reports to all of us annually. And
80 we have given a proposal. We do not
want to take $270 billion out over 7
years. We do not want to cut another
$240 billion out of Medicaid.

So when you look at that, the reduc-
tion in the budget comes out of health
care—comes out of health care. And
something, in my opinion, has to be
wrong when we are looking at children
to be hurt, we are looking at the elder-
ly to be hurt. And yet the headline in
the Nashville Tennessean is, ‘‘The GOP
Plan Has Coddled the Rich and Socked
It to the Poor.” That is big 2-inch
headlines across the banner of that
newspaper.

So when you say we have not given a
program, it is out there. It is out there.
And we are not scaring our old folks.
We are trying to protect them. So, a
little bit—a little bit is a whole lot bet-
ter than trying to reach a tax cut. $240
billion is a figure we all want to re-
member—$245 billion. That is a tax cut.
When you cut the expenditure of Gov-
ernment to balance the budget, that is
one thing. And we are all for that. I am
for it. But then you say you want to
give a tax cut, that means you have
got to cut more.

So the problem now is not balancing
the budget; the problem now is $245 bil-
lion that will be a tax cut. If we can
get around to not using that or not giv-
ing it to the ultrarich, I think the bal-
anced budget and the programs would
go through very smoothly.

There is no big argument about mak-
ing Medicare solvent, no argument at
all, but it is giving a $245 billion tax
cut to the most wealthy in this coun-
try while you take a big hunk out of
Medicaid.

And I see the Alzheimer's patients
under Medicaid, I see the Alzheimer’s
patients under Medicare. There are a
lot of people in this Chamber that
probably can use Medicare. I am of
that age, others of that age. But the
problem results in a $245 billion tax
cut. If we did not have that, we would
not have the problem. The ads would
not be running. We would already have
the appropriations bills out. We would
be waiting for the conference to come
back. We probably could meet our
deadline of October 1 for the budget.

I understand my time is probably up,
and I thank the Chair for his friendly
greetings.

I yield the floor. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-
ISTRATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1996

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I want
to take this opportunity to thank the
managers of the bill for the increase
that they have given to the WIC Pro-
gram. I think the WIC Program is an
outstanding program, and I think it is
worthwhile. Its value has been evi-
denced by the fact that the distin-
guished managers of the bill have given
it a very nice increase for the upcom-
ing year.

So I want to thank the senior Sen-
ator from Mississippi and the senior
Senator from Arkansas for the addi-
tions to the WIC Program which they
provided in this legislation.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, will
the distinguished Senator please with-
hold?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, let me
just thank the Senator from Rhode Is-
land for his generous comments and his
support for the provisions of the bill
which he described. It is very difficult
in this time of diminishing access to
funds under our allocation and budget
resolution to keep this caseload up to
the existing level. It has been done
with the full cooperation of the other
members of the subcommittee.

We recognize that it is an important
program. It is a program that saves
money, I think, in terms of health care
costs and learning deficiencies that
would occur were it not for the proper
nutrition at these ages.

So I appreciate very much the Sen-
ator noticing the hard work that was
put in on this subject.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, what
the WIC Program is, for those who do
not know, it is a nutrition program, as
the distinguished senior Senator from
Mississippi said, a nutrition program
for women, infants, and children.

Furthermore, invariably, at least in
my State, it takes place in a setting
where you might say it is one-stop
shopping, where a mother can come
and her infant child will be cared for
and, in addition, can get some nutri-
tion advice from experts.

As the distinguished Senator from
Mississippi said, this is really proven
out to be a money saver in the long
run. If we can keep these infants
healthy and get them off to a good
start, savings to the Nation in the form
of medical care are very, very signifi-
cant in the long run.

So I am happy this was able to be
worked out the way it was.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, we
were successful in getting Senators to
cooperate in identifying the amend-
ments that remain to be offered to this
bill. We are prepared now to seek unan-
imous consent to limit the amend-
ments on the bill to those which we
will read. These have been cleared on
both sides of the aisle.

I now ask unanimous consent that
the following amendments be the only
remaining amendments in order to
H.R. 1976, other than the pending
amendments; that they be offered in
the first or second-degree; if a commit-
tee amendment still remains to be
amended, any first-degree amendment
be subject to relevant second degrees:

A Stevens budget for Assistant Sec-
retary of Natural Resources amend-
ment; a managers' package; two Coch-
ran relevant amendments; a McCain
funding for travel colleges; Domenici
on scoring; Abraham on advisory com-
mittees; Senator BINGAMAN requiring
USDA energy savings initiatives; Sen-
ators BOXER and FEINSTEIN on chick-
ens, fresh and frozen regulations; Sen-
ator BRADLEY, two relevant amend-
ments; Senator BRYAN, one to elimi-
nate the Market Promotion Program
and three relevant amendments; Sen-
ator BUMPERS, two relevant amend-
ments; Senator BYRD, relevant amend-
ment; Senator CONRAD, an amendment
to establish a United States-Canadian
review on water in North Dakota, ARS
potato research laboratory and a rel-
evant amendment; Senator DASCHLE,
two relevant amendments; Senator
DobpDp, two relevant amendments; Sen-
ator DORGAN, a United States-Canadian
study on Devil’s Lake; Senator
FEINGOLD, a rural development amend-
ment and one on research grants; Sen-
ator HARKIN, food stamps amendment;
Senator KERREY, cotton disaster assist-
ance funds amendment; Senator KERRY
of Massachusetts, prohibit Market Pro-
motion Program, mink export amend-
ment, and a relevant amendment; Sen-
ator KOHL, two relevant amendments
plus an amendment on rural develop-
ment grants; Senator LAUTENBERG, two
relevant amendments; Senator LEAHY,
an amendment to restore livestock
feed assistance and an alternative de-
velopment amendment; Senator LEVIN,
Michigan special research grant
amendment and a relevant amendment;
Senator REID, sugar program amend-
ment and two relevant amendments.

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.
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Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I have
just been advised that Senator FORD
would like to be added as having one
relevant amendment. Otherwise, we
have no objection to the list as read by
the chairman.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask
that my UC be amended, as pointed out
by the Senator from Arkansas, and to
add a Gorton relevant amendment, plus
a Gregg relevant amendment and, as
modified, I so ask unanimous consent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous consent
agreement, as modified? Without objec-
tion, it is 8o ordered.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished manager on
the part of the minority for his co-
operation and all Senators for cooper-
ating to identify these amendments.

Let me say now that if we called for
the regular order, which I am prepared
to do, as I understand it, the amend-
ment of the Senator from Nebraska,
Senator KERREY, which was offered
earlier in the day by Senator DASCHLE
on his behalf, would be the pending
business. Parliamentary inquiry. Is
that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, what
is the pending business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending amendment is No. 2688 offered
by the Senator from Colorado to the
committee amendment.

Mr. BUMPERS. That is the amend-
ment on the peanut subsidy?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. BUMPERS. Just to refresh my
own understanding of this, what was
the question and answer of the distin-
guished Senator from Mississippi as to
what the regular order was?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Amend-
ment No. 2686, the amendment offered
by the Democratic leader on behalf of
the Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. COCHRAN. I call for the regular
order.

AMENDMENT NO. 2686

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Amend-
ment No. 2686 is the pending question.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. COCHRAN. I have not yielded the
floor. Do I have the floor?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, the
purpose of coming to this amendment
in the regular order is that this amend-
ment was the first offered today by the
distinguished Democratic leader on be-
half of the Senator from Nebraska and
the Senator from Wisconsin, with the
understanding that it would be taken
up later in the day. It is later in the
day. We have told Senators that we
would not have a vote on this bill until
5:30. We now have reached that point
and beyond. I have spoken against the
Kerrey amendment, and for the com-
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mittee amendment, which is the sub-
ject of the Kerrey amendment.

The Kerrey amendment seeks to
strike the committee amendment
which contains funds—$41 million—for
disaster assistance for cotton produc-
ers, which have been hard hit this year
by a massive infestation of beet army
worms, tobacco budworms, and unusu-
ally dry weather, which has exacer-
bated a very difficult situation
throughout the South and Southwest.

I notice that the Senator from Ne-
braska has come to the floor now to
speak to the amendment. I am pre-
pared to yield the floor and permit
whatever time he may need to discuss
his amendment. I hope that we can
then vote on his amendment, or a mo-
tion to table his amendment. I am pre-
pared to move to table his amendment
and ask for the yeas and nays, but I am
not going to do that if he wants to
speak to that amendment now.

Before I yield for that purpose, I won-
der if we can agree on a time certain,
for the benefit of all Senators, on a mo-
tion to table the Kerrey amendment.

I am hopeful that the Senator could
agree to take no more than 10 or 15
minutes. I think I spoke for about 10
minutes. Most Senators know what
this is all about. If additional time is
needed, I am happy to consider that,
along with the interests of other Sen-
ators. I know Senators have made
plans for other activities tonight. They
thought they were going to vote at 5:30.
I wonder if the Senator can tell us
what his needs would be in terms of
time to debate this amendment. I will
be happy to yield to the Senator to re-
spond, without losing my right to the
floor.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I say to
the distinguished Senator from Mis-
sissippi, there are others who have told
me they want to speak. I just arrived
here. I am not sure how many others
have actually come to speak in favor of
this amendment. I personally can get
by easily with 10 or 15 minutes. I won-
der if the Senator would mind making
it 30 minutes, and I will be prepared to
yield it back if nobody else shows up. It
may be necessary at this point, since
some Members have been waiting and
know what time the vote was going to
be scheduled, to give them time to get
here. As far as the amount of time I re-
quire personally to speak on this
amendment, 10 or 15 minutes would be
all I would need.

Mr. COCHRAN. I thank the Senator.
Let me see if this is suitable to Sen-
ators.

I ask unanimous consent that we
vote on or in relation to the Kerrey
amendment at 6:30.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to that unanimous-consent
request?

Is the time to be divided in the usual
fashion? Does the Senator wish to
specify a division of time?
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Mr. COCHRAN. Under the usual form,
and that no other amendment would be
in order to the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, this is a
fairly straightforward amendment. I
must say I offer it with some reluc-
tance. The distinguished Senator from
Mississippi and the distinguished rank-
ing member from Arkansas have done
an excellent job with the agriculture
appropriations bill and in staying open
to suggestions and staying open to
preferences of individual Members.

However, this $41 million appropria-
tion for cotton really does put us on a
slippery slope, Mr. President. Last
year, when we set in motion the en-
hanced crop insurance program, the
promise was that crop insurance was to
be to replace ad hoc disaster programs.
That was the promise. If we begin
today, less than a year later from put-
ting that program into place, saying,
well, here is a case we can make, there
is no guestion—and I do not argue with
the distinguished Senator from Mis-
sissippi that the disaster and tragedy
affecting cotton producers is meritori-
ous. However, we said that instead of
ad hoc disaster, we were going to do
crop insurance.

It seems to me, Mr. President, that if
we begin with cotton, there will be
amendments offered to do soybeans or
corn or rice, or all sorts of things. We
will get appeals, one after another. And
those of us who have heard those ap-
peals thus far have been able to say,
no, I would like to go to the floor and
offer an amendment on your behalf, I
understand the disaster is serious; how-
ever, we are using crop insurance.

We need to improve that program. It
is not perfect. We nonetheless need to
work with that program, rather than,
at least for people like me, breaking a
promise to taxpayers that we would
not have both an ad hoc disaster pay-
ment and crop insurance.

The details of the reallocation, Mr.
President, are as follows: $35 million of
the $41 million would go into a rural
community advancement program,
which includes grants and loans for
water and sewer improvements, rental
housing, and other important rural de-
velopment programs. The Senator from
Arkansas and the Senator from Mis-
sissippi have both spoken eloquently
on the rather severe cuts we have in
rural development in this bill. It is un-
avoidable. We can avoid a piece of that
by enacting this amendment.

Second, $4.5 million goes into the
rural development loan fund
intermediary lending program—an ex-
tremely successful program, one that
has bipartisan support, Mr. President—
that promotes rural economic develop-
ment by making investment capital
available, via a locally based nonprofit
intermediary, to rural businesses that
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typically cannot obtain financing from
conventional sources.

Lastly, $1.5 million goes into rural
technology and cooperative develop-
ment grant programs, which provide
funding to public bodies and nonprofit
organizations to establish rural tech-
nology and cooperative developing net-
works nationwide to help improve eco-
nomic conditions in rural America.

Again, the amendment rests upon a
belief that we should either do crop in-
surance or ad hoc disaster. Again, I do
not challenge the meritorious nature of
the cotton disaster. But I do believe,
Mr. President, that it would be a ter-
rible mistake for us to move away from
crop insurance, back into this sort of
dual thing where we say, well, if crop
insurance does not work, we will do ad
hoc disaster on top of that, and the
next thing you know, taxpayers are
paying for both. Next will be blue-
berries and potatoes and everything
else that comes in. They will say, “I
see that in 1995 you took care of cot-
ton; can you take care of us as well?”

I hope colleagues understand that I
do not offer this amendment as a con-
sequence of radical disagreement or ob-
jection to what the chairman and rank-
ing member are doing. They have done
an exceptional job of putting this bill
together. I offer it as a consequence of
believing very strongly that our policy
ought to continue with crop insurance.
If it is demonstrable that crop insur-
ance does not work—and there are
many problems still with that—and it
is demonstrable that it does not work,
we should abandon the crop insurance
program and go back to year in and
year out politically deciding in Con-
gress how it is that we are going to al-
locate resources for the disaster pro-

gram.

Mr. President, that concludes my
stirring remarks on this particular
amendment. I told the Senator from
Mississippi I was going to take 10 or 15
minutes. I have not done that.

MEDICARE

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I will
test the patience of the Senator from
Mississippi by talking on a subject that
is very much related to this and that is
the proposal that was made last Friday
on Medicare by the Republican leader-
ship in the House of Representatives.

I read over the weekend the details
that were available—not all details
were available. I make the comments
because I know on our side in the Sen-
ate Finance Committee they are delib-
erating, as well, trying to discover how
to come up with $270 billion.

Allow me to say two things about
this. One, there are many on this side,
many Democrats on this side, that
would rush immediately to embrace a
proposal to eliminate the deficit by the
year 2002 if we could eliminate the en-
thusiasm for a tax cut that still is on
the table.
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I understand that enthusiasm is
there. I did not hear an awful lot of
people in the Senate, at least when
they were campaigning for reelection,
campaign on a promise to put those
portions of the Contract With America
in our budget reconciliation.

The choice is not between bigger
Government and smaller Government.
We would still have a balanced budget
by the year 2002, all with cuts in spend-
ing. We would still have a proposal
that would not have any tax increases
in it.

I think we could take an awful lot
and we could get a bipartisan agree-
ment and still have a very tough budg-
et reconciliation if that were accept-
able to my colleagues on the Repub-
lican side.

Much more difficult, and it gets dif-
ficult on this side, is that we have in
place, Mr. President, with our entitle-
ment programs, growth in those pro-
grams that continue to erode our en-
tire budget.

Imagine a business out there that has
$1,000 or $100,000 or $1 million or $10
million or $100 million worth of sales
with 67 percent of their sales being
eaten up in costs related to mandated
spending. That is, noncontrollable
spending.

In this case, most of the retirement
and health care. Imagine, 67 percent.
Their capacity to invest in equipment,
their capacity to invest in employees,
their capacity to invest in things that
maintain their base of sales is substan-
tially reduced as a result.

The same is true with the Federal
Government. It would be bad enough,
Mr. President, if we had 67 percent and
it stayed there. Under both the Presi-
dent's proposal and the Republican
budget resolution that percentage con-
tinues to grow so that in the year 2000
it is 75 percent, not 67 percent.

Mr. President, that is 8 percentage
points, approximately, additional
growth in entitlements. On this year's
spending that is nearly $140 billion of
additional money of our budget that is
going to entitlement spending.

I know the Senator from Mississippi
understands this. If we had $400 billion
which is what 256 percent would be, if
we had 25 percent of our budget allo-
cated this year for defense and non-
defense appropriations, we would have
$400 billion, Mr. President.

Our most dovish liberal member
would probably spend $250 billion on
defense, leaving $150 billion for non-
defense spending.

Mr. President, as I look at the Re-
publican Medicare Preservation Act—
whatever they call it; something to
that effect—of 1995, they say the pro-
posal preserves Medicare in the future.
It does not. All it does is it picks as the
problem the year 2002 but it does not
alert Americans to the enormous de-
mographic problem of baby boomers
that come online and begin to retire in
the year 2008.
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Mr. President, unless we take a
longer view, we do not see the appro-
priated accounts begin to dip even
lower than 25 percent, eventually be-
coming zero, unless we take action.

There are two things that put pres-
sure on the appropriations accounts
that requires us to cut back in agri-
culture this year, as well as all other of
our 13 appropriations bills. One is a tax
cut that is insisted upon by the Repub-
lican majority.

I do not believe—I am not sure even
the majority is that enthusiastic on
the Republican side. Bigger than that,
Mr. President, by my calculation, is a
factor of four—four times larger than
that problem—is the problem of growth
of entitlements.

We Democrats will have to say to Re-
publicans—indeed the proposal put out
last Friday instead of saying it does
too much, the biggest deficiency that I
find with the proposal, Mr. President,
is it does not do enough. My criticism
of it, it is not big enough. It does not
really fix the problem.

I stand here as one Democrat who is
concerned about what we are doing to
these appropriated accounts. I see
many areas where Republicans and
Democrats, whether it is rural develop-
ment or transportation or education,
could agree that we are not spending
enough, that we are decreasing our pro-
ductive capacity in the future and de-
nying ourself higher standards of living
and more economic growth.

As a result, where we have agreement
we are simply unable to come up with
the resources, first, because of a tax
cut that is still in here; but a far larger
looming problem is the growth of enti-
tlements.

I see that the cosponsor of this bill,
Senator KoHL, of Wisconsin, is on the
floor. I yield the floor.

Mr. KOHL. I thank my colleague
from Nebraska.

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-

ISTRATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 199

The Senate continued with consider-

ation of the bill.
AMENDMENT NO. 2686

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise
today to join the Senator from Ne-
braska in offering an amendment to in-
crease funding for critically important
rural development programs, offset by
the elimination of the ad hoc cotton
disaster provision included in this bill.

The cuts required in this year’'s Agri-
culture appropriations bill are very dif-
ficult. Both the chairman and the
ranking member of the Agriculture Ap-
propriations Subcommittee have done
an admirable job with this bill under
very difficult budgetary circumstances.

However, there is one major provi-
sion in this bill to which I must object,
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and that is the $41 million ad hoc cot-
ton disaster provision. I find this provi-
sion inappropriate for two reasons:

First, the cotton disaster provision is
inappropriate in light of the Federal
Crop Insurance Reform Act just passed
last year. With great fanfare, Congress
passed crop insurance reform legisla-
tion to require farmers participating in
USDA programs to buy federally sub-
sidized crop insurance, to better pre-
pare for unexpected crop losses. We all
hailed the passage of this legislation as
being the end to ad hoc crop disaster
payments, representing a new era of
fiscal responsibility.

Despite the near unanimity of our de-
cision to end ad hoc disaster payments,
we stand here today debating whether
or not to provide ad hoc disaster pay-
ments. We made a promise to the U.S.
taxpayer last year, and I think we
should keep it.

The second reason that I find this
disaster provision inappropriate is be-
cause of the painful cuts required else-
where in the bill. At a time when core
rural development programs are being
cut by nearly 30 percent from last
year's level, providing $41 million in
unauthorized disaster payments be-
comes even that much harder to ac-
cept.

Mr. President, the choice we make
regarding this amendment goes far be-
yond any specific crop loss for any spe-
cific commodity in any specific year. If
we decide to allow this ad hoc disaster
provision to remain in the bill, it will
set a very bad precedent for crop insur-
ance reform in general in the future.

If this provision becomes law, each of
us will feel compelled to push for ad
hoc disaster assistance payments for
crop losses every time our farmers
have losses. And our short-lived experi-
ment in fiscal responsibility will have
failed.

But we can choose the alternate
course, and reject this provision and
thereby keep the promise that we made
to the taxpayers last year to end ad
hoc disaster payments for crop losses.

So I urge my colleagues to choose the
latter course, and support this amend-
ment.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, how
much time remains under the agree-
ment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the agreement, the Senator from Mis-
sissippi has 17 minutes, and the Sen-
ator from Nebraska has 3 minutes.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr, President, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I am hopeful that Senators will look
at the language of the committee
amendment and recognize that we are
not creating, by law, a new disaster as-
sistance program. We are giving au-
thority, however, to the Secretary of
Agriculture to use his discretion, and if
he feels that supplemental disaster as-
sistance is justified under the -cir-
cumstances, he has access to these
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funds to make such assistance avail-
able to cotton crop producers who are
victims of one of the most devastating
disasters that we have witnessed in the
Deep South.

This is a disaster that has come upon
us very quickly, without any warning.
A lot of cotton farmers, as a matter of
fact, had understood that the level of
catastrophic crop insurance assistance
would be about the same that usual
disaster programs provide under cir-
cumstances that have become familiar
to those in farming: weather-related
disasters, floods, storms of various
kinds. But, normally, weather-related
disasters have triggered the availabil-
ity of some kind of disaster assistance
from the Federal Government.

Relying upon that assurance, when
the Secretary of Agriculture and this
administration promoted this program
and encouraged farmers to embrace the
new crop insurance program—they
were told that they would automati-
cally be covered if they participated in
the commodity programs—cotton pro-
ducers, who were signed up for the pro-
gram, about 90 percent of them nation-
wide, almost 100 percent of them in
this region, thought that in case of a
natural disaster they would have some
predictable level of coverage.

But, as it has turned out, the cov-
erage that is being made available is
substantially less than that which had
been provided under disasters that had
been experienced in the past. What
makes this disaster different is that
farmers, upon seeing the prospective
devastation in their crops, began add-
ing more pesticides, getting clearance
through the EPA for emergency clear-
ance of new kinds of insecticides to try
to cope with this menace. And even
with the expenditures of huge sums of
money, in some instances, it did not
work and cotton crops were devastated.
Many of those who suffered from this
disaster will not be able to gin a single
bale of cotton. There are many who
have suffered huge yield losses.

As the insertions that I had printed
in the RECORD earlier in the day will
clearly show, in our State it is esti-
mated there will be over $100 million in
damages and losses. These are real
losses to real people who have invested
time, effort, and, over long periods of
time, developed businesses and farms
that now may be lost as a result of this
infestation and the lack of response
from our Government.

It is my hope we will not just stand
by and let this amendment be adopted
and transfer these funds to other por-
tions of this bill. I am hopeful the Con-
gress will respond to this situation and
give the Secretary the authority to do
something for them. It does not say he
has to, but it says if he feels it is justi-
fied, if the facts justify it, if the sever-
ity of the loss justifies it, if there is
merit to the suggestion that the Gov-
ernment has a duty to respond to peo-
ple in dire situations who cannot help
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themselves, the Secretary has the au-
thority to do it. That is all this provi-
sion says.

So, it disappoints me greatly that we
are being asked to turn our backs on
farmers who traditionally have been
able to look to Congress as sort of the
last court of appeal when they are in
desperate straits. And they are. Many
are—not all, but many are. Those who
are need to have an opportunity to
have their cases heard at the Depart-
ment of Agriculture for additional and
supplemental benefits under the crop
insurance program.

I am hopeful the Senate will agree to
provide this opportunity for additional
assistance. I do not know how far these
funds will go. Mr. President, $41 mil-
lion sounds like a lot of money, but if
you look at all the States that are in-
volved and all the acreage that is in-
volved, this report we got from the ex-
tension service and the Department of
Agriculture indicates the losses were
substantial in our State and Texas,
Alabama, Tennessee, Arkansas, Geor-
gia, and there were some losses in
North Carolina and South Carolina as
well—but in our State, 160,000 acres
have been either abandoned or have se-
riously reduced yields. In Texas, it is
500,000 acres; Alabama, 400,000; Georgia,
300,000. These are huge amounts of
land, where either no cotton is going to
be harvested this year or very little
will be harvested.

So I am saying that this is an un-
usual circumstance. Not only are the
losses being suffered, but huge expendi-
tures have been made by many of these
farmers to try to protect themselves in
this situation. So it has doubled the
loss. Not only did they incur losses be-
cause they will not get any return at
all, they have expended more money
trying to save the crop that they had,
that was well underway, that looked
good, was going to produce a good crop
up until just a few weeks ago.

So I am suggesting that we look with
a sympathetic heart upon the situation
that we find ourselves in today and ap-
prove this committee’s recommenda-
tion that these funds be made available
if the Secretary thinks they can be
used and that it is justified. And I hope
he will find it is justified.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska is recognized.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I have
two arguments in response to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Mississippi.

One, if we authorize the Secretary of
Agriculture to provide disaster assist-
ance for cotton, any Members who vote
no on this amendment are going to find
themselves at some point faced with
another crop with a comparable disas-
ter, saying, '‘Can you do what you did
for cotton last year?" That is what is
going to happen. There is no question
in my mind. It has already happened to
me. People have come to me. Just like
the Senator said, people misunderstood
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what the catastrophic program was.
They have come to me and said, “We
thought this thing covered more. We
did not look at the fine print. They
told us it was something different, and
now I have a disaster. Can you provide
ad hoc disaster relief on top of the crop
insurance we expected to be there?”

My answer has been, ‘“No, we have to
work with crop insurance or let us get
rid of it. If you do not like the crop in-
surance program and you want to go to
Congress year in and year out when
there are disasters and try to get
money appropriated, let us do that. Let
us just assume the program will not
work.” I think it can work, if the ad-
ministration will appoint a corporate
board of directors.

Second, as to this catastrophic cov-
erage, part of the problem here is that
there are Government employees who
attempted—in our judgment, too
quickly—to assume responsibility that
they knew what this bill was about and
could inform people.

The law is very clear. It is not like
this thing is ambiguous. For former
ASCS employees, who were describing
what this program was, to misunder-
stand this one, it requires a pretty sub-
stantial stretch of the imagination to
figure out how they did. Because it
says right in the bill that catastrophic
coverage is only going to cover 50 per-
cent loss in yield on an individual yield
or area yield basis, indemnified at 60
percent of the expected market price.

So the coverage was never intended
to provide full coverage against disas-
ters. It was always intended as a floor
and that the individual who was out
there trying to make a judgment
should have to buy up. We have sub-
sidized insurance available. They could
pay more and buy up and get more cov-
erage. The misunderstanding is in part
a consequence of our wanting to main-
tain a system where the Government
itself is operating the insurance pro-
gram.

So I hope, for reasons cited, Members
will look very carefully at this. It is a
difficult amendment because the dis-
tinguished Senator from Mississippi is
very persuasive and very well liked and
has put together an awfully good piece
of legislation. But I promise Members
they will find, if they vote no on this
amendment, that they will have a dif-
ficult time voting no in the future.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I offer a
brief comment. We might as well be
voting up or down on this amendment.
I think it is a mistake to say, ‘‘Let us
leave it up to the Secretary of Agri-
culture.”

If you leave it up to him, he is going
to do it. He is going to do it because
that is the way things work. He has to
live every day with the distinguished
head of the subcommittee, Senator
COCHRAN. He has to deal with him on
many matters all the time. He is not
going to let this interfere. I am not
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being critical of him or Senator CocCH-
RAN. It is just the way things work. So
this decision to leave it up to him, we
might as well say let us vote it because
that is the way it will work.

So I think we ought not to misunder-
stand what the nature of this amend-
ment is and the nature of what Senator
COCHRAN is requesting. It is really
should we or should we not authorize
the payment of $41 million? Because
that is exactly the way it will work. Of
course, Senator KERREY and I are sug-
gesting it is an inappropriate thing to
do.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi is recognized for
10 minutes.

Mr. COCHRAN. I am prepared to
yield back the remaining time.

I yield back the remainder of my
time.

I move to table the amendment, and
I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator seek to have the vote at this
time rather than at 6:30?

Mr. COCHRAN. I am prepared to
vote. I think everybody is. I ask unani-
mous consent that we proceed with the
vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. KERREY. Reserving the right to
object, I want to make sure, since we
notified Members earlier that it was
6:30. I do not want to have somebody
get tied up in traffic. It is pretty lousy
traffic out there. I would hate to notify
everybody that it will be at 6:30, and
then to yield 10 minutes. It seems like
that may be a problem.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, we all
understand that, if you do not use the
time and yield it back, the vote could
oceur earlier.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, unless
there is some personal information
that somebody is going to have trouble
getting here, I am not prepared to ob-
ject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
of the Senator from Mississippi to lay
on the table the amendment of the
Senator from Nebraska. On this ques-
tion, the yeas and nays have been or-
dered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-
ator from New York [Mr. D'AMATO],
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Do-
MENICI], the Senator from North Caro-
lina [Mr. FAIRCLOTH], the Senator from
Texas [Mr. GRAMM], and the Senator
fromm Pennsylvania [Mr. SPECTER] are
necessarily absent.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from South Dakota [Mr.
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DASCHLE], the Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. EXON], the Senator from Califor-
nia [Ms. FEINSTEIN], the Senator from
Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI], and the Sen-
ator from Maryland [Mr. SARBANES]
are necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber
who desire to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 37,
nays 53, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 439 Leg.]

YEAS—37
Abraham DeWine McCain
Akaka Frist McConnell
Ashcroft Gorton Moynihan
Bennett Hatch Murkowski
Bond Heflin Nunn
Breaux Helms Pryor
Brown Hutchison Shelby
Bumpers Inhofe Simpson
Burns Inouye Stevens
Camphbell Johnston Thurmond
Chafes Kyl Warner
Cochran Lott
Coverdell Mack
NAYS—53

Baucus Grams Moseley-Braun
Biden Grassley Murray
Bingaman Gregg Nickles
Boxer Harkin Packwood
Bradley Hatfleld Pell
Bryan Hollings Pressler
Byrd Jeffords Reid
Coats Kassebaum Robb
Cohen Eempthorne Rockefeller
Conrad Kennedy Roth
Craig Kerrey Santorum
Dodd Kerry Simon
Dole Kohl Bmith
Dorgan Lautenberg Snowe
Feingold Leahy Thomas

rd Levin Thompson
Glenn Lieberman Wellstone
Graham Lugar

NOT VOTING—10

D'Amato Faircloth Sarbanes
Daschle Feinstein Bpecter
Domenict Gramm
Exon Mikulski

So, the motion to lay on the table,
the amendment (No. 2686) was rejected.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the motion was rejected.

Mr. COCHRAN. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment (No. 2686) was agreed
to.
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. BUMPERS. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, the
majority leader has authorized me to
announce that this was the last vote
today. We do have a number of other
amendments, though, under the agree-
ment which we could consider and dis-
cuss tonight, and if recorded votes are
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required, we could have those votes
occur tomorrow. We already have
under an agreement an amendment on
poultry regulations that is set for a
time certain tomorrow under the
agreement.

There is an amendment offered by
the Senator from Colorado, Senator
BROWN, on the peanut program that
has the yeas and nays ordered, which
will occur tomorrow. Other amend-
ments are identified in this agreement
which we could take up this evening
and dispose of, some of them on voice
vote maybe.

We are prepared to consider all the
amendments tonight if Senators will be
here to offer them. So I encourage
those who do have amendments to
present them, offer them, let us discuss
them and dispose of them, if we can. If
rolleall votes are required, we will have
those votes tomorrow.

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas is recognized.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I have
been told that Senator BRYAN will be
here within a minute or two to offer an
amendment on the Market Promotion
Program. It is an amendment he will
offer on behalf of both of us.

I ask unanimous consent that, since
he is on his way and prepared to offer
the amendment, his amendment be the
next amendment in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. I with-
hold that, Mr. President.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I
would like to engage my good friend,
the senior Senator from Mississippi, in
a colloguy concerning potato produc-
tion in Alaska.

Potatoes are one of the very few cash
crops that can be grown successfully in
Alaska because of the short growing
season and cool weather. Because of
the extreme climatic conditions in my
State, most potato cultivars produced
in the lower 48 States are not success-
ful in Alaska. While the potatoes grow,
they do not produce tubers for produc-
tion in future years. However, the Ca-
nadians have experimented with some
new varieties and have enjoyed tremen-
dous results. Unfortunately, the De-
partment’s potato research program
has not focused on the unigque needs in
extreme Arctic climates like Alaska.

The Alaska Department of Agri-
culture has proposed a plan to use its
clean environment for breeding these
Canadian potato tubers for use in Alas-
ka as well as West Virginia, New York,
Colorado, and Maine. A clean breeding
environment is required to prevent dis-
ease, but the Department already has a
facility which can be used. Approxi-
mately $120,000 would be required to
cover additional operational expenses.

The State of Alaska’'s facility is the
only State-operated plant materials
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center in the United States, and will be
the only potato cultivar center in
North America when the British Co-
lumbia facility closes down its oper-
ation. The Alaska Materials Center
successfully handles 120 northern cli-
mate varieties of potatoes, and has
been virus free for its entire 10 years of
operations. This center has the poten-
tial to provide disease-free stock for
the other 400 varieties of potatoes
grown in North America.

The Senate Agriculture Appropria-
tions Subcommittee provided $707 mil-
lion for the Agriculture Research Serv-
ice including a number of increases to
address specific agricultural issues.
The Senate report includes specific
language directing the Agriculture Re-
search Service to work with the Na-
tional Potato Council to address dis-
ease problems in the lower 48 States.

Since the Agriculture Research Serv-
ice is already engaged in potato re-
search, I ask the chairman of the sub-
committee whether the necessary
funds could be provided to produce the
Canadian potato for use in cold cli-
mates in the United States in addition
to the work it will do this year on ad-
dressing disease problems in the lower
48 States?

Mr. COCHRAN. As the Senator from
Alaska noted, the subcommittee did
address the potato disease issue, but
was not aware of the unique problem in
Alaska. I am pleased to learn that a
tuber has been developed that would be
successful in Alaska, and agree that
the Service should address this unique
need of cold-climate States.

Mr. STEVENS. I thank the chair-

man.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I won-
der if the Senator will yield for the
purpose of trying to establish an agree-
ment on time on this amendment.

Mr. BRYAN. I would be pleased to do
so. With respect to this amendment
that the distinguished floor leader is
aware of, Senator BUMPERS and I will
want to have some time tonight and
just a small amount tomorrow before
the vote. It is not our purpose to pro-
long this. I would be willing to agree,
subject to the agreement of the Sen-
ator from Arkansas, to an hour on this
amendment, to be divided equally.

Mr. COCHRAN. Would 10 minutes to-
morrow before the vote be sufficient?

Mr. BRYAN. Let me inquire of the
Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. COCHRAN. The Senator from Ar-
kansas has indicated that he agrees to
that.
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I ask unanimous consent that there
be 1 hour, equally divided, on the
amendment to be offered by the Sen-
ators from Nevada and Arkansas to-
night, and then tomorrow, 10 minutes
before the vote on or in relation to this
amendment, equally divided.

Mr. BRYAN. Would the Senator be
willing to make that 156 minutes, equal-
ly divided?

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I so
modify my request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Nevada is recog-
nized.

Mr. BRYAN. The Senator is always
gracious in accommodating his col-
league, when I suspect that the Sen-
ator may not agree with the thrust of
the enlightened Bryan-Bumpers
amendment that is just about to be un-
veiled on the floor.

AMENDMENT NO. 2651
(Purpose: To eliminate funding for the
Market Promotion Program)

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. BRYAN], for
himself and Mr. BUMPERS, proposes an
amendment numbered 2691.

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 65, line 18, before the period at the
end, insert the following: ‘: Provided further,
That none of the funds made available under
this Act may be used to carry out the mar-
ket promotion program established under
section 203 of the Agricultural Trade Act of
1978 (7 U.S.C. 5623)"".

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, if I told
the Members of the Senate that there
is a program that has cost the Amer-
ican taxpayers a billion dollars, much
of that money going to the largest cor-
porations in America, and that there is
no evidence it works, in this time of
budget constraints, one would think
that Members of this body on both
sides of the political aisle would say,
“Senator, show me where that is; that
is one cut that surely we can agree to.”

Mr. President, you would be wrong if
you made that assumption. If I further
asserted that there is a program which
is currently slated in this budget pro-
posal at $110 million, that has been de-
nounced by such groups as the Cato In-
stitute, the Progressive Policy Insti-
tute, the Heritage Foundation, the Na-
tional Taxpayers Union, the Center for
Science in the Public Interest, Citizens
against Government Waste, Citizens
for a Sound Economy, the Concord Co-
alition Citizens Council, the Competi-
tive Enterprise Institute, surely, Mr.
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President, you might think this is an
arrangement that has been made in
Heaven, and we should have those on
the right and those in the political cen-
ter all in agreement that a program
costing the American taxpayers $110
million ought to be eliminated.

Mr. President, you would be wrong,
because this program continues to sur-
vive. If I put this in the context that at
a time when this Congress is cutting
money for the National Park Service,
school-to-work programs, vocational
education, elderly housing, and count-
less hundreds of other programs that
help needy Americans, who help us to
advance our abilities to enjoy public
recreational facilities in America, that
would make it even all the more unbe-
lievable that there is a program out
there that survives.

This program, Mr. President, not
only survives, but earlier this year
when we were considering the supple-
mental budget, it was increased from
an $85 million to a $110 million pro-
gram.

By now I suppose some are saying,
“Tell me, Senator, what is this pro-
gram? What is this program that seems
to survive when those who are thought-
fully considering the function and role
of the Federal Government, both in the
center and on the right, all agree that
it ought not to exist? It has cost us $1
billion that goes to some of the
wealthiest corporations in America.
Tell me what this program is. Let me
have a chance to cast my vote to kill
b § A

This program, Mr. President, is the
Market Promotion Program. As the
distinguished occupant of the chair
knows, because he has been supportive
over the years in our efforts, this is a
program that continues to survive and,
as I say, even prosper in this, a year
when budget austerity is supposedly
the order of the day.

Let me tell you some of the compa-
nies that receive this money. For fiscal
years 1993 and 1994, here are some of
the companies that have received tax-
payer funds for the Market Promotion
Program.

Before stating exactly what these
companies have received, I think a
word of explanation about this pro-
gram: Ostensibly, presumably, the un-
derlying premise of this program is
that by providing taxpayers’ dollars to
advertising budgets of companies that
deal with the overseas promotion of
American agricultural products, that
somehow—somehow—that will increase
our agricultural exports.

I acknowledge, Mr. President, that is
a noble goal. I am fully supportive of
efforts to increase our agricultural ex-
ports overseas.

This is a program that is part of a
larger budget picture in which, as the
General Accounting Office has pointed
out, the entire Federal Government
spends about $3.5 billion annually on
export promotion—$3.5 billion.
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While agricultural products account
for only 10 percent of total U.S. ex-
ports, the Department of Agriculture
receives and spends about $2.2 billion,
or 63 percent of the total.

1 do not believe that it can be argued
that we are being unnecessarily penuri-
ous in providing money to promote ag-
ricultural products abroad. The De-
partment of Commerce, by way of con-
trast, spends about $236 million annu-
ally on trade promotion.

Let me return to the beneficiaries of
this program.

Your tax dollars are going to some of
the largest and most successful cor-
porations in America to be added to
their advertising budgets. Here is an
example of the kind of companies that
receive this generous largess from the
Federal taxpayers.

Ernest & Julio Gallo. Fine products.
I can attest to that. Mr. President, $7.9
million go to Gallo wines to assist in
their advertising budgets. Now, cer-
tainly Ernest & Julio Gallo, great suc-
cess stories, ought to be able to fi-
nance, without the benefit of Federal
tax dollars, their own advertising pro-

grams.

The Dole people, $2.4 million; Pills-
bury, the little doughboy, $1.756 million;
Tysons Food, the chicken people, $1.7
million; M & M/Mars, $1.5 million.

Let me say, lest the thought be that
somehow the Senator from Nevada is
picking on programs that do not have
any recipients or beneficiaries in his
State and, therefore, it is kind of easy
for him to take a cheap shot at others,
I remind my colleagues that more than
2 years ago on the floor this Senator
took the lead in eliminating an equally
outrageous program, the wool and mo-
hair subsidy, in which there are a num-
ber of Nevada ranchers that received
this largess, as I characterize it, for a
period of some 39 years, from 1954 to
1993. I led the charge to eliminate that
abomination in our Federal expendi-
ture system.

I point out that M & M/Mars has a
factory in Las Vegas, a wonderful prod-
uct. They are not, in my judgment, en-
titled to get into the American tax-
payers’' pocket for $1.5 million.

Campbell soups, $1.1 million; Sea-
grams, $793,000; Hershey, $738,000; Jim
Beam whiskey, $713,000; and Ralston
Purina, $443,000. Mr. President, this is
only a part of the $110 million that has
currently been appropriated to go to
companies of this size. It is an outrage.

The General Accounting Office has
examined this program and done a
study to assert its effectiveness. Let
me share with my colleagues what its
conclusions are.

It goes on to say that there are many
problems with the MPP program, the
Market Promotion Program, one of
which is that there is no strategic
planning. The USDA lacks overall
guidance or priorities. To date, listen
to this, there is no solid measure of
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success or a way to evaluate how the
money is spent.

I think that is a pretty compelling
argument, Mr. President, to eliminate
the program. Moreover, it is not clear
who should get the funds. There are no
strict guidelines about the size or type
of company that will receive these
funds. I have mentioned some of the
larger corporations. But in addition to
those that are depicted, McDonald's,
the hamburger people, Sun Maid,
Welch’s, among others, are also some
of the largest recipients of this fund-
ing.

I think the American taxpayers,
when shared sacrifice appears to be the
clarion call of the day, want to ask
themselves why are corporations of
this size not being asked to do their bit
in reducing the level of Federal expend-
itures? A sacrifice that simply requires
them to say, “Look, we are not going
to take Federal taxpayers' dollars to
supplement our own advertising ac-
counts. We will do that job on our own.
Nobody knows better than we do how
to market. Nobody knows better how
to advertise our programs and our
products than we do. We do not need
and we are not going to accept Federal
dollars.”

This program continues on. More-
over, as the GAO concluded, ‘“‘There is
no proof that these funds do not simply
replace funds that would already have
been spent on advertising anyway."

Let me make that point clear: In ef-
fect, what the GAO is saying is that
there is no way in which they can as-
sert that this $7.9 million that Ernest
& Julio Gallo, the group on the top of
the list for fiscal year 1993 and 1994, has
not simply slid dollars out of the cor-
poration treasury that would have
gone to the advertising budget and just
simply said, look, we will release those
with $7.9 miilion that the Federal Gov-
ernment is going to give us and direct
that $7.9 million down the profit line to
be distributed to the shareholders of
that company. In effect, this program,
like its predecessor, the TEA—the Tar-
geted Export Assistance Program—has
become a convenient source of free
cash for wealthy businesses to help pay
for their overseas advertising budgets.

Mr. President, I argue forcefully and
implore my colleagues, whatever their
previous voting record may have
been—is it not time to eliminate this
program? Whatever its justification
may have been in the past, is this not
a new era? I compliment Members on
both sides of the aisle who have taken
the lead to support a budget amend-
ment to the Constitution, to require
the President of the United States to
submit a balanced budget and the Con-
gress to require a balanced budget. I
am a supporter of that effort.

I support the target of 2002 or 2003,
whatever it might be, to achieve that
balanced budget. Presumably, these
kinds of pronouncements herald a new
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era of Government spending in Wash-
ington.

But, if we allow these kinds of pro-
grams, corporate welfare, pork for the
wealthiest corporations in America, to
continue, what kind of message do we
send to the American people? I will tell
you. The message is, it is business as
usual. If you are a big corporation and
have influence in high places and have
access to the right kind of people, even
though we are cutting the programs for
the poor, the elderly, and those who do
not have influence in high places in
Washington—but these programs can
be protected.

These are good citizens, good cor-
porate citizens. They make important
contributions in their communities and
in this country, I am sure. I would
think they would be shamed and em-
barrassed to reach out there at a time
when we are trying, struggling to bal-
ance this budget.

I offer no criticism of my colleagues
who have had to wrestle with some of
these tough decisions in the money
committees. It is not easy. I may dis-
agree with them on some of their prior-
ities. But it is difficult. There is no
magic wand that can be waved. We can-
not simply say let us eliminate fraud,
waste, and abuse and we can balance
the budget. It requires tough and hard
decisions.

Nobody has encouraged the Congress
to do this more than some of the lead-
ing business people in America, the
kind of people who are chief executive
officers for these companies. I think
they ought to stand up and say, ‘‘You
know, you are right. We ought to do
our share, too. From here on out we
will simply pay for our own advertising
budget. You return those dollars—$110
million—you return those to the Treas-
ury and let us let that money be used
to help reduce the deficit.”

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
seeks recognition? The Senator from
Arkansas is recognized.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I do
not know what year this is in my cru-
sade to torpedo this program. The Sen-
ator from Nevada and I—I think this is
the third year we have teamed up. But,
if I am not mistaken, I was opposed to
the program even before that.

Though I yield to nobody in the Sen-
ate in my commitment to a viable ag-
ricultural economy—but, when I think
of all the long-winded, endless speeches
that are made on the floor of the U.S.
Senate about welfare deadbeats, which
we are going to vote on tomorrow; we
are talking about eliminating the
earned income tax credit, which is the
greatest antiwelfare provision we have
ever adopted—we are talking about
cutting it dramatically. We are cutting
funds for the arts, the humanities. We
are cutting public broadcasting. We are
cutting education. We are at least $3
billion short on child care. We are talk-
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ing about cutting Medicare $270 billion
between now and the year 2002, and
cutting Medicaid, health care for poor-
est of the poor, by $240 billion over the
next 7 years.

And here is a piece of corporate wel-
fare, unexcelled—I want to say in the
history of this Senate. I have not been
here quite that long, so I am reluctant
to make that claim. But you think
about the U.S. Government subsidiz-
ing, really in small amounts, by their
standards, something to advertise their
product abroad so they can export
more.

I look at this chart, prepared by the
Senator from Nevada. I see Ernest &
Julio Gallo, Seagrams, Jim Beam—of
the top 10 companies here, three of
them alcoholic beverages. Even though
this is a §110 million program this year,
in the past it has been bigger, and we
put in a total of $85 million to adver-
tise alcoholic beverages abroad.

Can you see Ernest & Julio Gallo ad-
vertising to the Italians why they
should drink American wine? To the
French why they should drink Amer-
ican wine? What are we doing, giving
Ernest & Julio Gallo $8 million? I
think that is a privately held com-
pany—my guess is it is probably a $5 or
$10 billion corporation.

McDonald’s? I do not know what
McDonald’s annual sales are. 1 guess
they are probably approaching the $15
billion mark, and we give them $3 or $4
million? That is probably less than
one-tenth of 1 percent of their advertis-
ing budget, and we say, ‘'‘Sic 'em, tiger,
go advertise Big Mac and McNuggets
all over the world.” Not only are the
amounts we give piddling amounts, the
General Accounting Office says there is
no relevance to the amount of money
we give them and the results. So why
do we continue with this?

How does a U.S. Senator go home and
talk to a hometown Chamber of Com-
merce and tell them, “If you just re-
elect me, I will spend my money as
though it were yours?”’

If you let that Senator and me go be-
fore that same Chamber of Commerce,
I promise you, they will threaten to
impeach him before it is over, for
squandering $110 million on such pro-
grams as this.

People are supposed to graduate from
this program, too, did you know that?
I think, as we lawyers say, ‘‘since the
memory of man runneth not,” nobody
has ever graduated. They just keep
hanging on.

Mr. President, one thing that is a lit-
tle painful about this is there are some
big corporations who have big
presences in my State who get this
money. And it always saddens me, it
always saddens me to go to the floor
and attack something that is at least
mildly beneficial to some of the cor-
porate citizens in my State.

You know, not only is this an utter
waste of the $110 million, $12 million
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goes to foreign corporations. They are
not even American corporations. You
know, I am not xenophobic about my
nationality. But what on Earth are we
doing spending $12 million on foreign
corporations so they can advertise
abroad?

Not only is this an absolute, utter
waste; not only do we have no business
putting $110 million into the pockets of
these gigantic corporations in America
when we are cutting the most vulner-
able among us, poorest of the poor—
even cutting education, the elderly
through Medicare, the poor through
Medicaid, the poor through the earned
income tax credit—and then just know-
ingly hand out $110 million—not only is
it corporate welfare, it is wrong.

And it is not only morally wrong, it
is wrong for the U.S. Senate to be pick-
ing winners and losers. There are other
wineries. I have a few wineries in my
State that would like to have a little of
that Ernest & Julio Gallo money. Who
decided to give it to Ernest & Julio
Gallo instead of some of the wineries in
my State? Tyson Foods, as big as they
are, we have 11 major integrated poul-
try companies in my State. You know
we are big in that business, No. 1.

When it comes to even the whiskey
business, who decides that Jim Beam
and Seagrams are the two brands that
should be advertised abroad? I am not
picking on them. If I were in their com-
pany and I saw this money lying
around and I knew I could get a piece
of it by simply applying for it, I would
probably apply.

Of the battles fought in the 20 years
I have been in the Senate, there have
been a couple of others that I feel as
strongly about as this one. But I can-
not tell you how wrong I feel this is. I
do not feel this is just an economic
matter. I feel it is utterly, absolutely
indefensible, and we ought to stop it.

I yield the floor.

Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi is recognized.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, the
Market Promotion Program has as its
objective meeting foreign competition,
boosting agricultural exports,
strengthening farm income, and creat-
ing American jobs.

Every billion dollars in agriculture
exports helps create nearly 20,000 jobs.
Nearly 1 million Americans today have
jobs that are dependent upon U.S. agri-
cultural exports. Exports this year
from the United States into the inter-
national marketplace are expected to
reach almost $50 billion in value.
Farmers and ranchers, as well as Amer-
ican workers, are the real beneficiaries
of this program.

The arguments on the other side that
are being made tonight would have you
believe that corporate America is the
beneficiary, that certain specific com-
panies—they mentioned Gallo Wine,
and McDonald's—are the beneficiaries
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of these programs. It is the American
working man and woman, the Amer-
ican citizen, who benefits when our
economy is strong, when we compete in
the international marketplace and
when we sell more of what we produce
in overseas markets than we import.
We need to do a better job.

We have a trade deficit right now. We
are confronted with some new rules
under the Uruguay round of GATT,
under other trade agreements that
heighten and make more competitive
the international marketplace, height-
en competition between the European
Community, for example, and the Unit-
ed States. It involves other countries,
too, who are competing for their share
of this international market—Canada,
Australia, and the Asian countries,
that are emerging as strong competi-
tors in many of these industries.

So what does the Market Promotion
Program really do? It gives the money
to associations of those who market
products. The U.S. Poultry and Egg
Council is just one example. When Sen-
ators were talking about McDonald's
getting this money, I have a memo in
here that talks about that point. This
is a memorandum from the president of
the Poultry and Egg Export Council,
U.S.A. They say specifically:

Our council has used MPP to help McDon-
ald’'s sell more American chicken but not to
promote McDonald's. The facts are that
McDonald's franchises in other countries are
foreign owned and operated. They are under
no obligation to buy U.S. poultry or eggs,
and can readily find lower-priced (and lower-
quality) product in those countries. But by
allowing McDonald's to apply for and receive
funds under MPP requires their franchises to
be entirely supplied with U.S. products. The
point is we are not promoting McDonald's.
We are getting McDonald's to advertise U.S.
chicken and eggs, and it has been quite effec-
tive. In fact, the State of Arkangsas has like-
ly benefited more from this activity than
any other State.

So what we learned by getting the
facts from the Poultry and Egg Export
Council is that it was this council that
applied for and received funds under
the Market Promotion Program, not
McDonald's. The council was allocated
the funds to promote U.S. poultry and
egg products in the international mar-
ket. McDonald's uses poultry and eggs
in its outlets, but they do not have to
use U.S. poultry and eggs in overseas
outlets.

That is the whole point. But because
this program has been helpful, we have
sold more U.S.-produced and processed
poultry and eggs in overseas markets
that we would otherwise would not
have sold, they tell us in this memo,
without this program.

They mentioned the wine industry. I
happened to find out the other day—
and here is an interesting fact to con-
template—that the European Union
spends more on wine exports, subsidiz-
ing, encouraging the export, than the
United States currently spends for all
commodities under the Market Pro-
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motion Programs. The number is $89
million just for wine exports from the
European Union. That is why when you
would go into a grocery store around
here, or anywhere where wines are
sold, and you look at the French wines
or some of the other European wines,
you are amazed at how low the prices
are compared to the domestic wines.
That is why.

The European Union governments
are putting their money together, and
they are expanding their share of the
market aggressively by reducing those
prices to American consumers. This is
the biggest market in the world.

So foreign companies and foreign
countries are joining forces as they
have never done before to try to cap-
ture a larger share of this market. Who
suffers? Well, our consumers enjoy
lower prices because of this competi-
tion with lower priced products. But
our domestic food and beverage indus-
tries, our poultry producers, those who
are involved in agriculture production,
are having a hard time meeting this
competition on a price basis because
we do not subsidize these industries as
they sell in this market. And we have
a small amount available under legisla-
tion that authorizes funds to be made
available to help promote the sale of
U.S. farm commodities and U.S.-
packaged foods and other commodities
that are eligible under this program.

As the competition becomes keener
under these international agreements,
more and more countries, more and
more industries are going to be com-
peting and doing it more aggressively.

The GATT Agreement under the Uru-
guay round changes does not outlaw or
abolish or make illegal subsidies. It
makes changes in which subsidies are
to be used and which cannot be used. It
talks about trade-distorting subsidies.
But we are finding that Canada, Aus-
tralia, the European Union certainly,
are building their funds to embark
upon much more aggressive marketing
programs and promotion programs
than they ever have before.

Here we are being asked tonight to
abandon ourselves, to say to the U.S.
Government, ‘‘Quit helping U.S. indus-
try, quit helping U.S. farmers, quit
helping U.S. ranchers promote the sale
of what they are producing in the
international marketplace."

I think we ought to wait a minute
and not be stampeded by arguments
like we are helping corporate America
with welfare benefits. This is helping
those who are working in the poultry
industry in Arkansas, in Mississippi,
and in other places.

They are not targeting McDonald's
for benefits. We are seeing these funds
used to promote a wide range of activi-
ties in the international market.

I was looking at a list of these firms
and these associations. And these
groups of farmers, many of them are
cooperatives. The National Cotton
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Council has a memo here which talks
about the impact of this program in
promoting the sale of cotton and cot-
ton fiber throughout the country.
“Value added creates jobs."’ And they
are talking about the fact that some of
these funds are used in name-brand ad-
vertising.

Most of the money is used for generic
advertising of American commodities.
But they find that the best way in
some markets to ensure increased ex-
port sales of U.S.-grown-and-produced
commodities is through branded pro-
motions. This is what the studies have
shown. This is what the experience
shows.

And so those who criticize the pro-
gram on that basis are ignoring the
success that the program has enjoyed
in using branded promotion. But even
so0, 40 percent of the funds for branded
promotions involved small businesses.
The market promotion program, we are
told by the experts at the Department
of Agriculture and those who partici-
pated in the program, has served as an
incentive to buy American-grown-and-
produced agriculture commodities and
related products. Without MPP, com-
panies in overseas markets would like-
ly buy from often subsidized foreign
sources rather than from the United
States.

So those who are making clothes in
Asia, they do not have to buy U.S. cot-
ton. They can buy cotton that is pro-
duced in Uzbekistan or the Sudan or
any number of countries around the
world where cotton is grown and sold.
And they are trying to sell it at prices
less than we can sell it. And if we can
convince them through the advertising
of facts about the quality of our prod-
uct that it is better, it is longer last-
ing, it is more durable, it is more com-
fortable if ; »u have clothes made with
U.S. cotton, then we are going to sell
more. But if we sit on our hands and we
do not promote what is good about
American products and what is good
about American agriculture, nobody is
going to know about it. We know about
it. But we have to be aggressive and we
have to promote and protect our job in-
terests, our economic interests, in this
competitive international market.

So to criticize the program and say
let us just abolish it —that is what this
amendment does. They did not say let
us just reduce it or let us change it in
some way. Let us just abolish it. That
is what this amendment says. I think
it is shortsighted. I think it misses the
point. I think it fails to recognize the
successes we have had in the past and
the importance of our continuing an
aggressive marketing strategy on be-
half of our farmers and ranchers, those
involved in these food industries and
clothing industries where U.S. agricul-
tural commodities are used.

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippl reserves the re-
mainder of his time.

Mr. BRYAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada is recognized.

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I thank
the Chair.

Not to belabor the point, my col-
league from Mississippi and I—I think
it is fair to say we have a disagreement
on the value of this program. I know
the hour is late, but I hope that a num-
ber of Senators’ offices are still tuned
in.

One of the best articles that I have
read on this MPP program was printed
recently in the Los Angeles Times,
Sunday edition, June 25, 1995. I think it
is a matter of about seven or eight
pages. 1 implore my colleagues, or at
least their staff, just read that article.
Just read that article. It quotes both
those who support the program and
those who criticize it.

My good friend from Mississippi men-
tions the good folks at McDonald's, the
hamburger people. Let me just say to
him and the rest of my colleagues, I
enjoy a Big Mac. I am a hamburger
man. In fact, just this summer while
we were on tour through our State I
ran across a McDonald’s manager who
had a McDonald’s tie on. It shows the
Big Mac, the French fries. I said, ‘‘I've
got to have that tie." I am a Big Mac
kind of a guy. So my comments are not
directed with any sense of malice or
hostility, but simply as one trying to
do justice to the American taxpayer.

McDonald’s, the hamburger people,
are good folks. I wish I had been as
smart as Ray Kroec. And I wish I had
been that smart to put together this
impressive enterprise. Most folks of
this generation think it has gone on
forever. It has lasted only about 40
years, and it has been an incredible
success. I pay great tribute to the en-
trepreneurship and the vision of folks
that thought, “By golly, we can change
the fast food business in America,” and
we can do it in a way that McDonald's
has been eminently successful. Let me
comment on the success. And I know
my distinguished colleague who joins
me in arms, the Senator from Arkan-
sas, may want to add his comments,
also.

McDonald's, which has received $1.6
million in this program since 1986—
that is when the Targeted Export As-
sistance Program, which is the pro-
genitor to MPP, was in existence; it is
the same program essentially—has re-
ceived $1.6 million. Remember, this is
to supplement one's advertising ac-
count.

McDonald’'s had a net profit in 1994 of
$1.224 billion—$1.224 billion. You know,
whether you are to the left of Mao Tse-
tung or to the right of Genghis Khan,
wherever you fit yourself on the politi-
cal scale, if you accept the premise
that Federal tax dollars are finite, they
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are not inexhaustible, there ought to
be some priorities.

How, good Lord, can you say, McDon-
ald’s with a net profit of $1.224 billion
ought to be able to get into this pro-
gram? You know what they spent in
1994 in advertising? $694.8 million. And
yet the American taxpayer Is
supplementing the good folks of
McDonald’s who make those great
hamburgers and French fries that so
many of us enjoy.

Let me just give you the cumulative
impact of this. The top corporate re-
cipients of this money from 1986 to
1994: Sunkist Growers, $76,375,000. In a
different era and in a different context
the great Senator Everett McKinley
Dirksen used to say, ‘'A million here, a
million there. Before long you will be
talking about real money.”” Let me
suggest, Mr. President, to our col-
leagues that $76 million is more money
than 99.9 percent of the people in
America will ever see in their life-
time—ever see.

The Blue Diamond Growers, they do
not do too badly, $37,338,000. Sunsweet
Growers, $22 million. I am rounding
these numbers off. And our good friend,
Ernest & Julio Gallo, the winery
folks—this was not an aberration, this
1993-1994 number; they have this pro-
gram down; whoever is doing this good
work for them obviously deserves a lot
of credit—they have gotten $23 million -
since 1986. Sun-Maid Growers of Cali-
fornia, $12 million; Tyson Foods, $11
million; Pillsbury Company, $11 mil-
lion.

I do not guarrel with the proposition
that my good friend from Mississippi
argues when he says, look, we do need
to support American agricultural pro-
motions. But, Mr. President, not in
this fashion, not when there is not one
scintilla of objective evidence where
GAO and other groups can make the
proposition stick that this is a pro-
gram that works.

Moreover, its premise is flawed:
Money to supplement advertising budg-
ets that ought to be the responsibility
of the private sector, for branded prod-
ucts, some of the largest companies not
only in America but in the world at a
time when we are desperately strug-
gling to balance this budget.

My friend from Arkansas used the
word ‘“‘indefensible,” and I think that
sums it up.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this article appearing in the
Los Angeles Times, June 25, 1995, be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Los Angeles Times, June 25, 1995)
THANK YOU FOR YOUR SUPPORT

(By John M. Broder and Dwight Morris)

No other government program may gen-
erate such universal scorn as an obscure Ag-
riculture Department office that pays highly
profitable agribusiness concerns millions of
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dollars a year to promote Sunsweet prunes
in Taiwan, low-shelf Gallo wines in Europe,
Chicken McNuggets in Singapore, Kentucky
whiskey in Scotland and bull semen in South
America.

But as Congress prepares to chop away at
billions of dollars in spending for health
care, space exploration and school lunches,
the USDA’s Market Promotion Program is
gliding through the budget process un-
scathed, enjoying bipartisan congressional
and White House support despite years of
controversy over its worth.

In fact, during the debate this spring over
$16 billion in cuts from the current federal
budget, Congress voted to increase the pro-
gram's funding by almost 30%, from $85 mil-
lion to $110 million.

The MPP's defenders say that's a piddling
sum for a program that helps American
farmers compete against heavily subsidized
producers in Japan, Europe and elsewhere.

Its opponents, ranging from the Heritage
Foundation on the right to Ralph Nader on
the left, vilify the program as pure pork (al-
most literally—the U.S. Meat Export Federa-
tion got $7.2 million in 1994) and an example
of corporate welfare at its worst.

The General Accounting Office, the inves-
tigative arm of Congress, calls the program
poorly run and of questionable value; the
Congressional Budget Office perennially lists
it among the prime candidates for extinc-
tion.

And year after year, the Market Pro-
motion Program survives, championed most
actively by California lawmakers, who gave
birth to the program a decade ago and who
receive campaign contributions from the
California fruit, nut and wine producers that
are among the program’s prime bene-
ficiaries.

The MPP, originally designed as a response
to the unfair trade practices of other govern-
ments, has grown over the years into a pro-
gram that provides a lucrative bounty for
producers of everything from soup (Campbell
Soup Co., $515,651 in 1994) to nuts (the Cali-
fornia Pistachio Commission, $1.15 million).

Early critics derided the program as
“walking-around money for Californians,”
because it was sponsored by then-Sen. Pete
Wilson (now California governor) and then-
Rep. Leon E. Panetta (now White House
chief of staff) to help the state's producers
get a place at an agricultural aid trough long
dominated by the big corn, wheat and soy-
bean farmers of the Midwest and Great
Plains.

As the program grew, it took in growers,
processors and shippers in all 50 states and
virtually every congressional district—which
helps explain its ability to survive in dif-
ficult fiscal times. Its tenacity also bears
testimony to how difficult it will be to bring
the. $1.5-trillion federal budget into balance,
despite new bipartisan zeal to do so.

Programs that serve powerful constitu-
encies and enjoy well-financed corporate
support—from subsidies for corps to tax
breaks for oil and gas drilling—are among
the most entrenched parts of the federal
budget, having resisted repeated efforts to
repeal them. These benefits amount to an es-
timated $50 billion a year, or about a tenth
of the discretionary portion of the budget.

Farm programs have proved particularly
resistant to budget surgery, combining as
they do the romantic appeal of the family
farmer, the political clout of a major indus-
try and their importance to the economies of
many states and communities. Add to that
the bogymen of subsidy-happy Japanese and
Europeans—whose ‘government backing is
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often cited as a reason to keep U.S8. farm pro-
grams—and the durability of costly under-
takings such as the MPP becomes under-
standable.

“BEverything about this program is wrong.
We should junk this disastrous program and
save the taxpayer some money,” said Sen.
Richard H. Bryan (D-Nev.), a longtime MPP
foe who represents one of the least agri-
culture-dependent states in the union. **The
amount of our national debt does not give us
the luxury to fund this fatally flawed pro-
gram that has no proven benefit for Amer-
ican agriculture.”

In the end, the way this collision of forces
affects the range of federal subsidies will
help determine whether the overall budget-
balancing campaign is successful this time
around—and also whether the pain inflicted
is judged to have been borne fairly across so-
ciety.

Gus Schumacher, head of the USDA’'s For-
elgn Agricultural Service, which oversees
the MPP, defends the program. He notes that
the European Union spends more each year
to promote overseas sales of French, German
and Italian wines than the U.S. government
spends on all of its agricultural advertising.

Schumacher describes the subsidy as an in-
expensive weapon in the international com-
petition in high-value agricultural products,
wh is the fastest-growing sector in global

e,

““This is not the time to get weak-kneed
about American agricultural exports,”
Schumacher said. “It’s time to stand up to
our competitors. What are we supposed to
do, unilaterally disarm?"

Schumacher acknowledged that corporate
glants such as E & J Gallo Winery Inc.,
Sunkist Growers Inc. and Dole Food Co.—all
California-based—and Pillsbury Co., Tyson
Foods Inc. and others have received millions
of dollars from the government over the
years to supplement their own very large ad-
vertising budgets. But, he said, critics forget
that the grapes, prunes, tangerines, flour and
chickens marketed by big agribusiness are
grown by thousands of small farmers across
the country.

William K. Quarles, Sunkist's vice presi-
dent for corporate relations, defended the
MPP as an appropriate response to foreign
competitors, who spend far more than the
United States on agricultural promotion.
Sunkist uses the program to increase its ad-
vertising in countries—particularly those in
Asia—it as already targeted as fruitful mar-
kets, not. to pry open new countries, he said.

“The federal program acts as a multiplier
to what we would be doing,” Quarles said.
“In all the countries we're in, we would be
doing some advertising, but with federal
monies we increase that advertising and cre-
ate additional demand.”

He also said Sunkist is required to match
the federal funds on a dollar-for-dollar basis
and that its exports create jobs in California
for thousands of packers, pickers, truckers,
and longshoremen,

The participating corporations have made
sure they have a receptive audience for their
side of the story. Since 1984, Springdale,
Ark.-based Tyson has contributed more than
$988,000 to political campaigns through its
political action committee and through di-
rect contributions by its executives. Execu-
tives of Modesto-based E & J Gallo poured
more than $750,000 into federal campaigns
over the same period.

Over the past decade, the 10 largest Market
Promotion Program recipients have also
made political contributions totaling $166,000
to Rep. Vic Fazio (D-West Sacramento) and
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$105,000 to Rep. Robert T. Matsui (D-Sac-
ramento), both key supporters of the pro-

gram.

The General Accounting Office and other
critics say the big food companies can afford
to promote their own products and that the
government has no business spending the
public’s money to reimburse them.

Bryan noted that McDonald's Corp.—which
received $1.6 million in MPP funds from 1986
to 1994—had a $1.224-billion net profit in 1994
while spending $694.8 million on advertising
worldwide.

Similarly, ConAgra Inc.—which sells the
Chung King, Wesson, Butterball, Swift, Ar-
mour, Banquet and Swiss Miss brands,
among others—received $826,000 in MPP
funds from 1986 to '94, a pittance compared
to its advertising budget last year of $200
million.

‘““How in God’s world do we justify spending
taxpayer dollars to supplement this pro-
gram?” Bryan asked. “This is a company
that is large, it is successful, and they can
effectively handle their own advertising and
promotion budget.”

Similar fulminations come from Nader's
Center for Study of Responsive Law, the lib-
ertarian Cato Institute, the Heritage Foun-
dation, Citizens Against Government Waste,
the Progressive Policy Institute—even the
Marin Institute for the Prevention of Alco-
hol and Other Drug Problems, which objects
to the program because it underwrites over-
seas advertising for beer, wine and whiskey.

But a ConAgra spokeswoman said the com-
pany participates in the promotion program
because it allows a testing of the waters in
markets that it otherwise could not afford to
enter,

‘““We have never lobbied on behalf of this
program, but we do believe it serves an im-
portant purpose,” said Lynn Phares,
ConAgra's vice president for public relations.
“It opens expanding markets for products
that would not have the money spent on
them. If more hot dots are sold in Korea,
that benefits not just the company that is
the conduit (ConAgra), but the corn growers
and hog producers that create the product.”

For its part, the nonpartisan GAO has
tired of issuing reports detailing the pro-
gram’'s flaws.

“It’s such an easy target,” sighed Allan I.
Mendelowitz, director of international trade
issues for the GAO.

Several years ago, the GAO discovered, the
MPP financed a $3-million advertising cam-
paign in Japan for the California Raisin
Board, featuring the animated dancing rai-
sins that were such a hit in the United
States.

It bombed.

The campaign’s theme song, ‘1 Heard It
Through the Grapevine,” couldn’t be trans-
lated into Japanese, so it ran in English and
was therefore incomprehensible to most
viewers, according to the GAO. The shriveled
dancing figures disturbed Japanese children,
who thought they were potatoes or chunks of
chocolate. The characters’ four-fingered
hands reminded television viewers of mem-
bers of criminal syndicates, whose little fin-
gers are cut off as an initiation rite.

If all that wasn't enough, the Raisin Board
couldn't even get its product onto store
shelves during the promotion period.

The board’s goal was to sell 900 tons of rai-
sins in Japan during the campaign; exports
during the period reached a little more than
half that. And the U.S. government spend $2
in promotion costs for every dollar's worth
of raisins that reached Japanese store
shelves.
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The California Prune Board has a mixed
record in using federal money to try to open
new markets for its fruit. The California
prune has made substantial inroads in Brit-
ain, even though the dried fruit still has
what the board delicately describes as an
‘“4mage problem” in that country arising
from ‘the laxative stigma and the forced
consumption of poor-guality prunes during
childhood.”

Rich Peterson, Prune Board executive di-
rector, said advertising efforts on the Cali-
fornia prune’s behalf over the past decade
have helped increase sales by 45% in Britain,
76% in Italy and 108% in Germany—all
against stiff competition from heavily sub-
sidized French prunes.

““That wouldn't have been possible without
MPP funding,” Peterson said. ‘‘The prune in-
dustry on its own would not have had re-
sources to launch the campaigns we've been
able to mount."

The board spends roughly $1 million a year
in MPP funds to produce generic promotions
for California prunes, and private funds such
as Sunsweet Growers Inc. of Yuba City,
Calif., spend millions more. Advertising fo-
cuses on prunes as a healthful snack, Peter-
son sald, rather than on their gastro-
intestinal benefits.

““We don't do dancing prunes,” Peterson
said. “There's no cutesy stuff for the prune.”

It's a different story in Asia. Prunes have
been well-received by the health-conscious
Japanese, but the Taiwanese have rejected
them as an inferior version of the popular,
though expensive, Chinese black date. The
Clinton Administration has consistently sup-
ported the MPP, proposing to spend $100 mil-
lion a year on it for the next five years. Offi-
cials argue that as the new General Agree-
ment on Tariffs and Trade requires govern-
ments to cut direct subsidies to farmers, it is
crucial to maintain strong marketing efforts
that are legal under the trade pact. But crit-
ics insist that the money should be spent on
more productive programs rather than on
subsidizing the advertising of rich marketing
cooperatives such as Sunsweet, Sunkist and
Sun-Maid.

“I do not believe any member of this body
should be able to keep a straight face and
support some of the measures we are voting
for when we cannot kill a program like MPP
that is a pure subsidy for some of the biggest
corporations in America and abroad,” Sen,
Dale Bumpers (D-Ark.) said in a fruitless ef-
fort to kill the program earlier this year.

Times researcher Gary Feld contributed to
this report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. The Senator
from Mississippi.

Mr. COC . Mr. President, let me
make just a few closing comments in
opposition to this amendment. Accord-
ing to the Department of Agriculture's
estimates based on their studies of the
program, every $1 that we have spent
in the Market Promotion Program has
translated into $16 in additional agri-
cultural exports.

The Foreign Agriculture Service re-
cently released its studies evaluating
the effectiveness of the program, and
that study concludes that the 25-fold
increase in export promotion activities
for U.S. high value food exports, made
possible by MPP and its predecessor,
the Targeted Export Assistance Pro-
gram, strongly supported the 300-per-
cent increase in exports of those prod-
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ucts since 1986 and was the leading fac-
tor in increasing the U.S. share of the
world consumer food market. That is
persuasive evidence. I do not see how
you can ignore that. If you are trying
to decide whether you vote for this
amendment to abolish the program or
not, this was a study that was done to
assess the effectiveness of this pro-

It works. It means more U.S. jobs. It
means more U.S. agriculture products
being exported throughout the world.
It is good for America. It is good for
American citizens.

All regions of this country, the Unit-
ed States, have benefited from the pro-
gram. It is not just a program that sin-
gles out one commodity area or one re-
gion.

According to this same Foreign Agri-
culture Service study, the employment
and economic effects of MPP are clear.
With two-thirds of the jobs supported
being off the farm—that is, manufac-
turing, transportation, and service in-
dustries—the other third were jobs on
the farm. They have analyzed it in that
respect.

Recently, the Department of Agri-
culture presented us some specific ex-
amples of the program's effectiveness,
and I want to bring them to the atten-
tion of the Senate.

Last year, a new regulation by the
Japanese Government requiring that
poultry products be identified by coun-
try of origin actually helped sales of
U.S. poultry, as a result of a campaign
conducted by the U.S.A. Poultry and
Egeg Export Council under this pro-

gram.

The council had spent $167,000 in
MPP funds to conduct joint promotions
with 12 chain stores in Japan. The
stores affixed the U.S. stickers saying
“U.8. poultry, U.S. regs,” to product
packaging, displayed point of purchase
madterials and devoted greater portion
of shelf space to U.S. poultry products.
By the end of the promotion, the 12
chains reported total sales of over 110
tons of U.S. commodities. A year after
the program, the stores continue to use
these labels.

There are other examples. MPP funds
helped the processed potato products
industries who reached a record $485
million in sales last year. They nearly
doubled the level of just 5 years ago.
U.S. pear growers and exporters were
able to sell more than $73 million last
year, their highest level ever. The
emerging market in Russia is becom-
ing the United States fourth largest
meat market. Canned salmon from
Alaska is being sold in the United
Kingdom. U.S. hard wood products are
being exported. There are a number of
other success stories in greater and
greater quantities because of the
thoughtful use of these funds.

Mr. President, new GATT trading
rules are opening markets throughout
the world. We are encountering new op-
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portunities, and we must expand our
efforts, we must increase the aggres-
sive way we are going after our share
of these new markets, competing effec-
tively where we can. And because of
the openness of these markets, they
are increasingly competitive, and other
countries are enjoying these opportuni-
ties, too.

S0 reducing or eliminating, which is
what this amendment would do, the
Market Promotion Program at this
time in the face of continued and in-
creasing foreign competition would be
tantamount to unilateral disarma-
ment, and I am against it and I am ar-
guing against it. The impact would be
felt throughout our economy in terms
of lower exports, reduced economic ac-
tivity and fewer jobs. I do not think we
want that.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this
amendment.

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas is recognized.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I rec-
ognize our time has expired. I ask
unanimous consent that I be permitted
to proceed for up to 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered. The Senator from Arkansas
has 2 minutes.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, when
you consider the mood of the country,
which everybody recognizes is pretty
hostile and very volatile, most of it di-
rected at the U.S. Congress and the
people who occupy this Chamber and
the one down the hall, most people do
not understand what this Market Pro-
motion Program is. But it is the very
epitome of what people are upset
about.

I cannot fathom our continuing a
program such as this. We spent $2 bil-
lion a year helping companies export—
$2 billion—and here we put $110 million
in for not just these corporations listed
on this chart but dozens and dozens of
other corporations, all of whom are
quite capable of fending for them-
selves—the biggest in America.

Can you imagine McDonald’s spend-
ing $60 million or $80 million a year on
advertising and us giving them $3 mil-
lion to advertise Big Mac in Russia or
wherever? What kind of nonsense is
this?

This is one of those issues that if
every single American were required to
listen to the debate on this issue, I
promise you, this $110 million would be
torpedoed in a megasecond. People
would be appalled if they knew this
sort of thing went on and particularly
in light of the people we are cutting.

I still believe in helping people. I be-
lieve in what de Tocqueville talked
about, an enlightened self-interest. I
said it on this floor a hundred times.
We ought to help people who want to
make it and are reaching for the first
rung on the ladder. We are passing a
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lot of legislation here that guarantees
a lot of people who would like to have
a chance, for example, to go to school
on the GI bill like I did. I would not be
standing here if it were not for the GI
bill.

I ask unanimous consent for an addi-
tional 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. BUMPERS. My brother made it
pretty big in the corporate world. He
would never have made it. We came
from very poor circumstances. So, yes,
I believe in helping people. I do not be-
lieve in helping people who do not want
to help themselves. But I can tell you
a little help from time to time from
the Federal Government pays rich divi-
dends, and we ought to be spending
where it pays rich dividends. We ought
not to be spending it on dancing raisins
in Japan that scared half the children
of Japan out of their wits. It was in
English, and they did not understand
any of it. Little shriveled raisins—they
thought they were aliens. That was $3
million worth of scaring Japanese chil-
dren. I could go on with the horror sto-
ries. I am not going to belabor it.
About everything that needs to be said
has been said.

1 want to point out again that we are
spending $2 billion on export enhance-
ments right now. Why are we adding
this piddling amount for the biggest
corporations in America? If the people
on this list right here—which is a lot
longer than that list—cannot fend for
themselves, this country is in more
trouble than I thought it was. I am
here to help people who cannot fend for
themselves and who need and deserve
help. This $110 million—I am not ask-
ing you to put it anyplace else. Put it
on the deficit. You could not find a bet-
ter place to put it.

I yield the floor.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I
think we have discussed this issue fully
tonight, and we will have an oppor-
tunity to conclude debate tomorrow
morning before voting on the amend-
ment. I am prepared to move on to
other subjects.

I yield the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded back.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr, COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, in con-
nection with the unanimous-consent
agreement, in which we listed all
amendments that were in order to the
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bill, I need to add an amendment for
Senator BENNETT of Utah, which would
be a relevant amendment.

I ask unanimous consent that the
Bennett amendment be added to the
list of amendments in the agreement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, we un-
derstand that there is now an agreed-
upon list. We will consider these
amendments as they are called up to-
morrow. Some have agreements on
them in terms of time available for de-
bate and time for recorded votes that
will occur, and the yeas and nays have
been ordered on some of the amend-
ments. On others, we hope we can work
themn out as they are called up. We may
be able to agree to some of these. We
hope Senators will be here tomorrow
and be prepared to work quickly as we
try to wrap-up consideration of this
bill.

I understand that no other Senators
intend to come to the floor tonight to
offer amendments. So we are prepared
to wrap up the business of the Senate
tonight and go out for the evening.

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there now be a
period for the transaction of routine
morning business with Senators per-
mitted to speak therein for up to 5
minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

THE REPUBLICAN
RECONCILIATION PACKAGE

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, in a state-
ment on the Senate floor last week, I
indicated I would oppose any reconcili-
ation instructions that hurt students. I
said it was time that we took students
out of harm'’s way.

Unfortunately, the reconciliation
package we will consider on Wednesday
does precisely the opposite. It harms
students and their families. Three-
quarters of the cuts in this package
will be borne by students and their
families.

For the first time, institutions of
higher education would be charged a
fee of 2 percent of the total amount of
money borrowed by students, and par-
ents of students, at each institution.
While this fee could not be directly
passed on to students, institutions of
higher education would have to find
the money somewhere. I greatly fear
that the result could be a reduction of
institutional student aid, or cutbacks
in educational programs and student
support services. Clearly, a change of
this magnitude harms students and
their families.

Increasing the interest rate on par-
ents loans comes at a time when mid-
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dle-income families are increasingly
hard-pressed to make ends meet and
help pay for their children's college
education. This harms students and
their families.

Decreasing the interest subsidy dur-
ing the grace period from 6 to 4 months
hits students when they have just fin-
ished their college education and are
looking for a job. This harms students
and their families.

Capping the direct loan program at 30
percent ensures that no new schools
will enter the program and that stu-
dents at these institutions will not be
able to benefit from this program. It
also removes an incentive to improve
the regular guaranteed loan program.
Advancements such as improved serv-
ices to the student and better, more fa-
vorable interest rates could well dis-
appear. This would harm students and
their families.

The series of changes affecting lend-
ers, holders, and guaranty agencies
could well endanger the stability and
viability of the current program. For
instance, more lenders might leave the
program. Thus, we could well have
fewer lenders at a time when more are
needed because of the proposed 30 per-
cent cap on direct lending. This would
jeopardize access to loans by all stu-
dents, and would harm students and
their families.

I intend to oppose these instructions.
To make such draconian changes just
to save money is not, in my opinion,
prudent public policy. It would be far
better to put a tax cut in harm's way
and to spare students.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by one of his secretaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the United
States submitting a withdrawal and
sundry nominations which were re-
ferred to the appropriate committees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

REPORT ON THE NATIONAL EMER-
GENCY WITH ANGOLA—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT—PM 80

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following message
from the President of the United
States, together with an accompanying
report; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs.

To the Congress of the United States:
I hereby report to the Congress on
the developments since March 26, 1995,
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concerning the national emergency
with respect to Angola that was de-
clared in Executive Order No. 12865 of
September 26, 1993. This report is sub-
mitted pursuant to section 401(c) of the
National Emergencies Act, (50 U.S.C.
1641(c), and section 204(c) of the Inter-
national Emergency Economic Powers
Act, 50 U.S8.C. 1703(c).

On September 26, 1993, I declared a
national emergency with respect to
Angola, invoking the authority, inter
alia, of the International Emergency
Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 1701 et
seqg.) and the United Nations Participa-
tion Act of 1845 (22 U.S.C. 287c). Con-
sistent with United Nations Security
Council Resolution 864, dated Septem-
ber 15, 1993, the order prohibited the
sale or supply by United States persons
or from the United States, or using
U.S.-registered vessels or aircraft, of
arms and related materiel of all types,
including weapons and ammunition,
military vehicles, equipment and spare
parts, and petroleum and petroleum
products to the territory of Angola
other than through designated points
of entry. The order also prohibited
such sale or supply to the National
Union for the Total Independence of
Angola (“UNITA'). United States per-
sons are prohibited from activities that
promote or are calculated to promote
such sales or supplies, or from at-
tempted violations, or from evasion or
avoidance or transactions that have
the purpose of evasion or avoidance, of
the stated prohibitions. The order au-
thorized the Secretary of the Treasury,
in consultation with the Secretary of
State, to take such actions, including
the promulgation of rules and regula-
tions, as might be necessary to carry
out the purposes of the order.

1. On December 10, 1993, the Treasury
Department’s Office of Foreign Assets
Control (“FAC’) issued the UNITA
(Angola) Sanctions Regulations (the
‘“‘Regulations’) (68 Fed. Reg. 64904) to
implement the President’s declaration
of a national emergency and imposi-
tion of sanctions against Angola
(UNITA). There have been no amend-
ments to the Regulations since my re-
port of March 27, 1995.

The Regulations prohibit the sale or
supply by United States persons or
from the United States, or using U.S.-
registered vessels or aircraft, of arms
and related materiel of all types, in-
cluding weapons and ammunition,
military vehicles, equipment and spare
parts, and petroleurn and petroleum
products to UNITA or to the territory
of Angola other than through des-
ignated points. United States persons
are also prohibited from activities that
promote or are calculated to promote
such sales or supplies to UNITA or An-
gola, or from any transaction by any
United States persons that evades or
avoids or has the purpose of evading or
avoiding, or attempts to violate, any of
the prohibitions set forth in the Execu-
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tive order. Also prohibited are trans-
actions by United States persons, or in-
volving the use of U.S.-registered ves-
sels or aircraft, relating to transpor-
tation to Angola or UNITA of goods the
exportation of which is prohibited.

The Government of Angola has des-
ignated the following points of entry as
points in Angola to which the articles
otherwise prohibited by the Regula-
tions may be shipped: Airports: Luanda
and Katumbela, Benguela Province;
Ports: Luanda and Lobito, Benguela
Province; and Namibe, Namibe Prov-
ince; and Entry Points: Malongo,
Cabinda Province. Although no specific
license is required by the Department
of the Treasury for shipments to these
designated points of entry (unless the
item is destined for UNITA), any such
exports remain subject to the licensing
requirements of the Departments of
State and/or Commerce.

2. The FAC has worked closely with
the U.S. financial community to assure
a heightened awareness of the sanc-
tions against UNITA—through the dis-
semination of publications, seminars,
and notices to electronic bulletin
boards. This educational effort has re-
sulted in frequent calls from banks to
assure that they are not routing funds
in violation of these prohibitions. Unit-
ed States exporters have also been no-
tified of the sanctions through a vari-
ety of media, including special fliers
and computer bulletin board informa-
tion initiated by FAC and posted
through the Department of Commerce
and the Government Printing Office.
There have been no license applica-
tions under the program.

3. The expenses incurred by the Fed-
eral Government in the 6-month period
from March 25, 1995, through Septem-
ber 25, 1995, that are directly attrib-
utable to the exercise of powers and au-
thorities conferred by the declaration
of a national emergency with respect
to Angola (UNITA) are reported to be
about $170,000, most of which rep-
resents wage and salary costs for Fed-
eral personnel. Personnel costs were
largely centered in the Department of
the Treasury (particularly in the Office
of Foreign Assets Control, the Customs
Service, the Office of the Under Sec-
retary for Enforcement, and the Office
of the General Counsel) and the De-
partment of State (particularly the Of-
fice of Southern African Affairs).

I will continue to report periodically
to the Congress on significant develop-
ments, pursuant to 50 U.S.C. 1703(c).

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.

THE WHITE HOUSE, September 18, 1995.

REPORT ON THE NATIONAL EMER-
GENCY WITH IRAN—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT—PM 81

The PRESIDENT OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following message
from the President of the United
States, together with an accompanying
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report; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs.

To the Congress of the United States:

I hereby report to the Congress on
developments concerning the national
emergency with respect to Iran that
was declared in Executive Order No.
12957 of March 15, 1995, and matters re-
lating to Executive Order No. 12959 of
May 6, 1995. This report is submitted
pursuant to section 204(c) of the Inter-
national Emergency Economic Powers
Act, 50 U.S.C. 1703(c) (IEEPA), and sec-
tion 505(c) of the International Secu-
rity and Development Cooperation Act
of 1985, 22 U.S.C. 234%9aa-9(c). This re-
port discusses only matters concerning
the national emergency with respect to
Iran that was declared in Executive
Order No. 12957 and matters relating to
Executive Order No. 12959,

1. On March 15, 1995, I issued Execu-
tive Order No. 12957 (60 Fed. Reg. 14615,
March 17, 1995) to declare a national
emergency with respect to Iran pursu-
ant to IEEPA, and to prohibit the fi-
nancing, management, or supervision
by United States persons of the devel-
opment of Iranian petroleum resources.
This action was in response to actions
and policies of the Government of Iran,
including support for international ter-
rorism, efforts to undermine the Mid-
dle East peace process, and the acquisi-
tion of weapons of mass destruction
and the means to deliver them. A copy
of the order was provided to the Con-
gress by message dated March 15, 1995.

Following the imposition of these re-
strictions with regard to the develop-
ment of Iranian petroleum resources,
Iran continued to engage in activities
that represent a threat to the peace
and security of all nations, including
Iran's continuing support for inter-
national terrorism, its support for acts
that undermine the Middle East peace
process, and its intensified efforts to
acquire weapons of mass destruction.
On May 6, 1995, I issued Executive
Order No. 12959 to further respond to
the Iranian threat to the national secu-
rity, foreign policy, and economy of
the United States.

Executive Order No. 12959 (60 Fed.
Reg. 24757, May 9, 1995) (1) prohibits ex-
portation from the United States to
Iran or to the Government of Iran of
goods, technology, or services; (2) pro-
hibits the reexportation of certain U.S.
goods and technology to Iran from
third countries; (3) prohibits trans-
actions such as brokering and other
dealing by United States persons in
goods and services of Iranian origin or
owned or controlled by the Govern-
ment of Iran; (4) prohibits new invest-
ments by United States persons in Iran
or in property owned or controlled by
the Government of Iran; (5) prohibits
U.S. companies and other United
States persons from approving, facili-
tating, or financing performance by a
foreign subsidiary or other entity
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owned or controlled by a United States
person of transactions that a United
States person is prohibited from per-
forming; (6) continues the 1987 prohibi-
tion on the importation into the Unit-
ed States of goods and services of Ira-
nian origin; (7) prohibits any trans-
action by any United States person or
within the United States that evades
or avoids or attempts to violate any
prohibition of the order; and (8) allow
U.S. companies a B30-day period in
which to perform trade transactions
pursuant to contracts predating the
Executive order.

In Executive Order No. 12059, I di-
rected the Secretary of the Treasury to
authorize through licensing certain
transactions, including transactions by
United States persons related to the
Iran-United States Claims Tribunal in
The Hague, established pursuant to the
Algiers Accords, and other inter-
national obligations and United States
Government functions. Such trans-
actions also include the export of agri-
cultural commodities pursuant to pre-
existing contracts consistent with sec-
tion 5712(c¢c) of title 7, United States
Code. I also directed the Secretary of
the Treasury, in consultation with the
Secretary of State, to consider author-
izing United States persons through
specific licensing to participate in mar-
ket-based swaps of crude oil from the
Caspian Sea area for Iranian crude oil
in support of energy projects in Azer-
baijan, Kazakhstan, and Turk-
menistan.

Executive Order No. 12959 revokes
sections 1 and 2 of Executive Order No.
12613 of October 29, 1987, and sections 1
and 2 of Executive Order No. 12957 of
March 15, 1995, to the extent they are
inconsistent with it. A copy of Execu-
tive Order No. 12959 was transmitted to
the President of the Senate and Speak-
er of the House by letter dated May 6,
1995.

2. In its implementation of the sanc-
tions imposed against Iran pursuant to
Executive Order No. 12959, the Office of
Foreign Assets Control (FAC) of the
Department of the Treasury has issued
12 general licenses and 2 general no-
tices authorizing various transactions
otherwise prohibited by the Executive
order or providing statements of licens-
ing policy. In order to ensure the
widest dissemination of the general li-
censes and general notices in advance
of promulgation of amended regula-
tions, FAC published them in the Fed-
eral Register on August 10, 1995 (60 Fed.
Reg. 40881). In addition, FAC dissemi-
nated this information by its tradi-
tional methods such as electronic bul-
letin boards, FAX, and mail. Copies of
these general licenses and general no-
tices are attached to this report.

General License No. 1 described those
transactions which were authorized in
connection with the June 6, 1995 de-
layed effective date contained in Exec-
utive Order No. 12959 for trade trans-
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actions related to pre-May 7 trade con-
tracts. General License No. 2 author-
ized payments to or from Iran under
certain circumstances and certain dol-
lar clearing transactions involving Iran
by U.S. financial institutions. General
License No. 3 authorized the expor-
tation of certain services by U.S. finan-
cial institutions with respect to ac-
counts held for persons in Iran, the
Government of Iran, or entities owned
or controlled by the Government of
Iran. General License No. 3 also con-
tained an annex identifying 13 Iranian
banks and 62 of their branches, agen-
cies, representative offices, regional of-
fices, and subsidiaries as owned or con-
trolled by the Government of Iran.
General License No. 4 authorized (1) do-
mestic transactions involving Iranian-
origin goods already within the United
States except for transactions involv-
ing the Government of Iran or an en-
tity owned or controlled by the Gov-
ernment of Iran, and (2) transactions
by United States persons necessary to
effect the disposition of Iranian-origin
goods or services located or to be per-
formed outside the United States, pro-
vided that they were acquired by that
United States person in transactions
not prohibited by the order or by 31
C.F.R. Part 560, that such disposition
does not result in the importation of
these goods or services into the United
States, and that such transactions are
completed prior to August 6, 1995. Gen-
eral License No. 5 authorized the im-
portation into the United States of in-
formation and informational mate-
rials, confirmed the exemption of such
information from the ban on expor-
tation from the United States, and set
forth a licensing policy for the expor-
tation of equipment necessary to estab-
lish news wire feeds or other trans-
missions of information. General Li-
cense No. 6 authorized the importation
into the United States and the expor-
tation to Iran of diplomatic pouches
and their contents. General License
No. 7 provided a statement of licensing
policy for consideration, on a case-by-
case basis, to authorize the establish-
ment and operation of news organiza-
tion offices in Iran by U.S. organiza-
tions whose primary purpose is the
gathering and dissemination of news to
the general public. General License No.
8 authorized transactions in connection
with the exportation of agricultural
commodities pursuant to pre-May 7
trade contracts provided that the
terms of such contract require delivery
of the commodity prior to February 2,
1996. General License No. 9 authorized
import, export, and service trans-
actions necessary to the conduct of of-
ficial business by the missions of the
Government of Iran to international
organizations and the Iranian Interests
Section of the Embassy of Pakistan in
the United States. General License No.
10 provided a statement of licensing
policy with respect to transactions in-
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cident to the resolution of disputes be-
tween the United States or U.S. na-
tionals and the Government of Iran in
international tribunals and domestic
courts in the United States and abroad.
General License No. 11 authorized the
exportation of household goods and
personal effects for persons departing
from the United States to relocate in
Iran. General License No. 12 authorized
the provision of certain legal services
to the Government of Iran or to a per-
son in Iran and the receipt of payment
therefor under certain circumstances.

General Notice No. 1 described infor-
mation required in connection with an
application for a specific license to
complete the performance of pre-May 7
trade contracts prior to August 6, 1995
(except with respect to agricultural
commodities as provided by General
License No. 8). General Notice No. 2 in-
dicated that the Department of the
Treasury had authorized the U.S. agen-
cies of Iranian banks to complete,
through December 29, 1995, trans-
actions for U.S. exporters involving
letters of credit, which they 'issued,
confirmed, or advised prior to June 6,
1995, provided that the underlying ex-
port was completed in accordance with
the terms of General License No. 1 or a
specific license issued to the exporter
by FAC. General Notice No. 2 also
noted that the U.S. agencies of the Ira-
nian banks were authorized to offer
discounted advance payments on de-
ferred payment letters of credit, which
they issued, confirmed, or advised, pro-
vided that the same criteria are met.

3. The Iranian Transactions Regula-
tions, 31 CFR Part 560 (the “ITR"),
have been comprehensively amended to
implement the provisions of Executive
Orders No. 12957 and No. 12959. The
amended ITR were issued by FAC on
September 11, 1995 (60 Fed. Reg. 47061-
74) and incorporate, with some modi-
fications, the General Licenses cited
above. A copy of the amended regula-
tions is attached to this report.

4. In consultation with the Depart-
ment of State, FAC reviewed applica-
tions for specific licenses to permit
continued performance of trade con-
tracts entered into prior to May 7, 1995.
It issued more than 100 such licenses
allowing performance to continue up to
August 6, 1995.

5. The expenses incurred by the Fed-
eral Government in the 6-month period
from March 15 through September 14,
1995, that are directly attributable to
the exercise of powers and authorities
conferred by the declaration of a na-
tional emergency with respect to Iran
are approximately $875,000, most of
which represents wage and salary costs
for Federal personnel. Personnel costs
were largely centered in the Depart-
ment of the Treasury (particularly in
the Office of Foreign Assets Control,
the Customs Service, the Office of the
Under Secretary for Enforcement, and
the Office of the General Counsel), the
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Department of State (particularly the
Bureau of Economic and Business Af-
fairs, the Bureau of Near Eastern Af-
fairs, the Bureau of Politico-Military
Affairs, and the Office of the Legal Ad-
viser), and the Department of Com-
merce (the Bureau of Export Adminis-
tration and the General Counsel's Of-
fice).

6. The situation reviewed above con-
tinues to involve important diplo-
matic, financial, and legal interests of
the United States and its nationals and
presents an extraordinary and unusual
threat to the national security, foreign
policy, and economy of the United
States. The declaration of the national
emergency with respect to Iran con-
tained in Executive Order No. 12957 and
the comprehensive economic sanctions
imposed by Executive Order No. 12959
underscore the United States Govern-
ment's opposition to the actions and
policies of the Government of Iran, par-
ticularly its support of international
terrorism and its efforts to acquire
weapons of mass destruction and the
means to deliver them. The Iranian
Transactions Regulations issued pursu-
ant to Executive Orders No. 12957 and
No. 12959 continue to advance impor-
tant objectives in promoting the non-
proliferation and antiterrorism policies
of the United States. I shall exercise
the powers at my disposal to deal with
these problems and will report periodi-
cally to the Congress on significant de-
velopments.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.

THE WHITE HOUSE, September 18, 1995.

REPORT ON THE NATIONAL EMER-
GENCY WITH UNITA—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT—PM 82

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following message
from the President of the United
States, together with an accompanying
report; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs.

To the Congress of the United States:

Section 202(d) of the National Emer-
gencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1622(d)) provides
for the automatic termination of a na-
tional emergency unless, prior to the
anniversary date of its declaration, the
President publishes in the Federal Reg-
ister and transmits to the Congress a
notice stating that the emergency is to
continue in effect beyond the anniver-
sary date. In accordance with this pro-
vision, I have sent the enclosed notice,
stating that the emergency declared
with respect to the National Union for
the Total Independence of Angola
(*UNITA") is to continue in effect be-
yvond September 26, 1995, to the Federal
Register for publication.

The circumstances that led to the
declaration on September 26, 1993, of a
national emergency have not been re-
solved. United Nations Security Coun-
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cil Resolution 864 (1993) continues to
oblige all Member States to maintain
sanctions. Discontinuation of the sanc-
tions would have a prejudicial effect on
the Angolan peace process. For these
reasons, I have determined that it is
necessary to maintain in force the
broad authorities necessary to apply
economic pressure to UNITA.
WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, September 18, 1995.

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE

At 12:66 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the
following bill, in which it requests the
concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 1670. An act to revise and streamline
the acquisition laws of the Federal Govern-
ment, to reorganize the mechanisms for re-
solving Federal procurement disputes, and
for other purposes.

MEASURES REFERRED

The following bill was read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent and referred as indicated:

H.R. 1670. An act to revise and streamline
the acquisition laws of the Federal Govern-
ment, to reorganize the mechanisms for re-
solving Federal procurement disputes, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Governmental Affairs.

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated:

EC-1449. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Management and Budget,
Executive Office of the President, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the cumulative report
on rescissions and deferrals dated August 1,
1995; referred jointly, pursuant to the order
of January 30, 1975, as modified by the order
of April 11, 1986, to the Committee on Appro-
priations, Committee on the Budget, Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition and For-
estry, Committee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs, Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation, Committee on
Environment and Public Works, Committee
on Finance, Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions, Committee on the Judiciary, and to
the Committee on Labor and Human Re-
sources.

EC-1450. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Management and Budget,
Executive Office of the President, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the OMB Sequestra-
tion Update Report for fiscal 1996; referred
jointly, pursuant to the order of January 30,
1975, as modified by the order of April 11,
1986, to the Committee on Appropriations,
Committee on the Budget, Committee on Ag-
ricalture, Nutrition and Forestry, Commit-
tee on Armed Services, Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs, Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation,
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources, Committee on Environment and
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Public Works, Committee on Finance, Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, Committee on
Governmental Affairs, Committee on the Ju-
diciary, Committee on Labor and Human Re-
sources, Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration, Committee on Small Business, Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs, Committee on
Indian Affairs, Select Committee on Intel-
ligence, and the Special Committee on
Aging.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES
SUBMITTED DURING RECESS

Pursuant to the order of the Senate
of January 4, 1995, the following report
was submitted on September 15, 1995,
during the recess of the Senate:

By Mr. SPECTER, from the Committee on
Appropriations, with amendments:

H.R. 2127: A bill making appropriations for
the Departments of Labor, Health and
Human Services, and Education, and related
agencies, for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1996, and for other purposes (Rept. No.
104-145).

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES
The following reports of committees

‘were submitted:

By Mr. HATCH, from the Committee on
the Judiciary, without amendment:

8. 977. A bill to correct certain references
in the Bankruptcy Code.

8. 1111. A bill to amend title 35, United
States Code, with respect to patents on bio-
technological processes.

8.J. Res. 20. A joint resolution granting
the consent of Congress to the compact to
provide for joint natural resource manage-
ment and enforcement of laws and regula-
tions pertaining to natural resources and
boating at the Jennings Randolph Lake
Project lying in Garrett County, Maryland
and Mineral County, West Virginia, entered
into between the States of West Virginia and
Maryland.

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Ms. MIKULSKI (for herself and Mr.
SARBANES):

S. 1250. A Dbill to amend titles 6 and 37,
United States Code, to provide for the con-
tinuance of pay and the authority to make
certain expenditures and obligations during
lapses in appropriations; to the Committee
on Appropriations.

By Mr. HATFIELD (for himself, Mr.
HARKIN, and Mrs. BOXER):

5. 1251. A bill to establish a National Fund
for Health Research to expand medical re-
search programs through increased funding
provided to the National Institutes of
Health, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

By Mr. ABRAHAM (for himself, Mr.
LIEBERMAN, Mr. SANTORUM, Ms.
MOSELEY-BRAUN, and Mr. DEWINE):

8. 1252. A bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986 to provide additional tax in-
centives to stimulate economic growth in de-
pressed areas, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Finance.
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By Mr. ABRAHAM (for himself, Mr.
KyL, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, and Mr. SHEL-

BY):

8. 1253. A bill to amend the Controlled Sub-
stances Act with respect to penalties for
crimes involving cocaine, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ABRAHAM (for himself, Mr.
HATCH, Mr, THURMOND, Mr. GRASS-
LEY, Mr. KyYL, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr.
SHELBY, and Mr. COVERDELL):

S. 1254. A bill to disapprove of amendments
to the Federal Sentencing Guidelines relat-
ing to lowering of crack sentences and sen-
tences for money laundering and trans-
actions in property derived from unlawful
activity; read the first time.

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER:

S. 1255. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Becurity Act to provide for medicare
contracting reforms, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. DASCHLE (for himself, Mr.
LEAHY, Mr. KERREY, Mr. HARKIN, Mr.

DORGAN, Mr. CONRAD, Mr.
WELLSTONE, Mr. EXoN, Mr. BAucus,
and Mr. FORD):

8. 12566, A bill to provide marketing loans,
loan deficiency payments, and a flexible
acreage base for the 1996 through 2002 crops
of wheat, feed grains, and oilseeds, to estab-
lish an environmental quality incentives
program, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry

By Mr. WELLSTONE:

S. 1257. A bill to amend the Stewart B.
McKinney Homeless Assistance Act to reau-
thorize programs relating to homeleas assist-
ance for veterans; to the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources.

By Mr. KYL:

8. 1258. A bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986 to allow a one-time election
of the interest rate to be used to determine
present value for purposes of pension cash-
out restrictions, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Finance.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Ms. MIKULSKI (for herself
and Mr. SARBANES):

S. 1250. A bill to amend titles 5 and
37, United States Code, to provide for
the continuance of pay and the author-
ity to make certain expenditures and
obligations during lapses in appropria-
tions; to the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

THE FEDERAL EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION
PROTECTION ACT
® Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I in-
troduce an important piece of legisla-
tion called the Federal Employee Com-
pensation Protection Act.

With a budget stalemate looming
ahead, I think it is crucial that we
keep our faith with Federal employees.
The Mikulski-Sarbanes legislation will
keep that faith by protecting Federal
employee pay and benefits during a
Government shutdown. Our legislation
will ensure that Federal employees in
Maryland and across the Nation will be
able to make their mortgage payments,
put food on the table, and provide for
their families. .

A shutdown of the Federal Govern-
ment, no matter how short, would dis-
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rupt the lives of thousands of Federal
employees and their families. In my
State of Maryland alone, there are
more than 280,000 Federal employees.
They are some of the most dedicated
and hard-working people in America
today. These employees have devoted
their careers and lives to public serv-
ice, and they should not be used as
pawns in a game of political brinkman-
ship.

Federal employees have already en-
dured their fair share of hardship this
year. Downsizing, diet COLA's, attacks
on pensions and health benefits, and
now the threat of unpaid furloughs
have damaged morale at nearly every
Federal agency. This assault must stop
Mr. President. We cannot continue to
denigrate and downgrade Federal em-
ployees and at the same time expect
Government to work better.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Mikulski-Sarbanes legislation and
work to prevent this train wreck from
happening. We have a contract with
our Federal employees, and we should
encourage their dedication by ensuring
that the contract is honored and their
pay and benefits are not put in jeop-
ardy.e
e Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join my colleague from
Maryland, Senator MIKULSKI, in co-
sponsoring this important legislation
to ensure the protection of Federal em-
ployee pay and benefits in the event of
a furlough.

We have a responsibility to the men
and women who have dedicated them-
selves to public service and I would
hope that my colleagues would join
Senator MIKULSKI and I in our ongoing
effort to maintain the Federal Govern-
ment's commitment to its dedicated
work force.

Over the past several months, Fed-
eral employees have been subject to
numerous attacks on their pay and
earned benefits. Despite my opposition,
Congress approved the Republican
budget resolution which seeks to
change the calculation of retirement
benefits for Federal employees from
the employee's highest 3-year average
to the highest b-year average. The reso-
lution also contains a reduction in the
Federal Government's contribution to
employee health care benefits and an
increase from 7 to 7.5 percent in Fed-
eral employee contribution rates over
the next 7 years.

In my view, this is a breach of the
contract with Federal employees. In an
attempt to restore fairness for Federal
workers, I offered, along with Senator
MIKULSKI and several of my colleagues,
an amendment to the Republican budg-
et resolution which would have strick-
en the high three/high five provision.
Unfortunately, the provision failed by
the narrowest of margins.

Mr. President, Federal employees
have made a choice to serve their coun-
try and we should respect and reward
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that choice by supporting these hard-
working, dedicated individuals.

Through the legislation Senator MiI-
KULSKI and I are introducing today, we
have the opportunity to send a message
to the Federal work force and to all
American citizens that Congress hon-
ors and values the commitment those
who work for the Government have
made.

As I have stated many times before,
Federal employees have already made
significant sacrifices in past years in
the form of downsizing efforts, delayed
and reduced cost of living adjustments,
and other reductions in Federal em-
ployee pay and benefits. They have
been called on to sacrifice further in
this Congress through the Republican
budget resolution and are now facing
the very real possibility that, through
no fault of their own, they may have to
either work without pay or be prohib-
ited from coming to work at all.

In a consistent and committed way,
Federal workers give dedicated service
to our country and they deserve to
have their pay and earned benefits pro-
tected. Like Cal Ripken, who was re-
cently honored in Baltimore, Federal
employees show up day in and day out
and do their jobs. In my view, we
should recognize and encourage such
dedication by ensuring that the pay
and benefits of Federal workers are not
placed in jeopardy.e

By Mr. HATFIELD (for himself,
Mr. HARKIN, and Mrs. BOXER):

S. 12561. A bill to establish a national
fund for health research to expand
medical research programs through in-
creased funding provided to the Na-
tional Institutes of Health, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Finance.

THE NATIONAL FUND FOR HEALTH RESEARCH

ACT

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, this
week finds us at the height of the ap-
propriations process, as the end of the
fiscal year rapidly approaches. It has
been a season of difficult fiscal deci-
sions which must be made to conform
to the constraints of our balanced
budget agreement. Never are the trade-
offs as vivid as when we consider spend-
ing levels for health and education pro-
grams, as we did this morning when
the Senate Appropriations Committee
completed action on the fiscal year 1996
Labor, HHS, and Education appropria-
tions bill.

I am pleased to report that the com-
mittee provided nearly $1.5 billion
more than the House for education pro-
grams. In addition, we provided a 2.7-
percent increase for health research at
the National Institutes of Health.
While this level is less than that pro-
vided by the House, I believe it rep-
resents a fair balance between the vi-
tally important issues of health and
education. But clearly, my preference
would have been to provide a much
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larger increase for medical research so
that the engine which drives the qual-
ity of medical care and reduced health
costs could run at full tilt.

The current reality is, however, that
available funds for discretionary spend-
ing are decreasing. We cannot continue
to look solely to the appropriations
process for the necessary resources to
keep our biomedical research enter-
prise growing at a rate which takes ad-
vantage of the myriad medical break-
throughs on the horizon. We must look
for a funding source to supplement an-
nual appropriations to the National In-
stitutes of Health.

Today I am pleased to unite with my
friend and colleague, Senator HARKIN,
in introducing legislation to establish
the national fund for medical research.
We joined forces in this effort last year
and worked hard to see that medical
research was a part of the health care
reform debates. At the end of the proc-
ess, although the issue was ultimately
unresolved, we had received the atten-
tion and support of many Members in
this Chamber. We introduce this bill
today, with the support of Senator
BoOXER of California, with the intention
of building on the momentum of last
year to gain the support of our many
colleagues in this body who are com-
mitted to the biomedical research in-
frastructure.

Our legislation proposes to create a
new fund in the U.S. Treasury, fi-
nanced by an increasé in Federal to-
bacco taxes and income generated
through a voluntary Federal income
tax checkoff. By raising the Federal
tax on cigarettes by 26 cents per pack-
age, as well as raising the tax to an
equivalent level on smokeless tobacco
products, the Joint Committee on Tax-
ation has estimated annual income for
the fund of approximately $4.2 billion.
These funds will be distributed on a
phased-in basis to the National Insti-
tutes of Health to supplement, not re-
place, the funds the organization re-
ceives each year in the appropriations
process. Funds will be distributed in
accordance with the proportion of
funds each of the member institutes
and centers receive in the appropria-
tions process, after 5 percent has been
divided between the Office of the Direc-
tor, the National Center for Research
Resources, and the National Library of
Medicine.

Funds raised through this proposal
will increase the budget of the NIH by
35 percent over the fiscal year 1995 ap-
propriated level. This will allow many
more research grant applications to be
funded so that scientific opportunities
of merit can be pursued and ultimately
translated into cost-effective treat-
ments and cures which will improve
our national quality of life. I know of
no better investment for the Federal
Government than one which strength-
ens our human capital—be it in edu-
cation or health research, our greatest
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strength is a healthy, and thus
wealthy, populace.

Mr. President, my good friend, the
great philanthropist, Mary Lasker once
said, “If you think research is expen-
sive, try disease.” Diseases cost this
country hundreds of billions of dollars
annually. Last year, federally sup-
ported research on Alzheimer’s disease
totaled $300 million, yet it is estimated
that $90 billion is expended annually on
care. Federally supported research on
diabetes totals $290 million, yet it is es-
timated that $25 billion is expended an-
nually on care. Federally supported re-
search on mental health totals $613
million, yet it is estimated that $130
billion is expended annually on care.

As we struggle in the coming months
to achieve a balanced budget, we must
embrace policies that enable us to
make the most out of our scarce Fed-
eral dollars. Federal funding for medi-
cal research should be a top priority
because without new knowledge to de-
velop new strategies to prevent disease,
new treatments to delay the progres-
sion of disease and new interventions
to cure disease; health care costs will
continue to spiral out of control. Dis-
ease drives the cost of health care. A
concerted Federal assault on disease
will not only save precious funds, but
it will provide hope to the afflicted.

Watching a medical catastrophe af-
fect a family or individual is one of the
greatest tragedies we face in this coun-
try. The impacts are accentuated when
this misfortune comes in the form of
an incurable disease. Loved ones are
left with no hope, and feeling powerless
as they watch the debilitating effects
of disease overcome the individual. I
know many of my colleagues in the
Senate have experienced this sense of
powerlessness. They have watched
helplessly while family members dete-
riorate from the effects of a deadly dis-
ease. The vibrant individual that they
knew and loved is reduced to a wither-
ing shell of a human being. The one
thing, and the only thing that provides
comfort to the afflicted and to their
loved ones, is hope. Hope for an end to
the suffering. Hope for a return to a
normal life. Hope for a cure. This hope
does not have to be great, even the
faintest glimmer brings happiness to
someone faced with a fatal future.

Medical research is the sole hope we
can provide to millions of Americans
who will experience disease and disabil-
ity either in their own lives or in their
families. We can care for them in our
hospitals and clinics but we cannot al-
leviate their pain or end their suffering
without cures and preventative treat-
ments. Cures are the direct result of
our investment in medical research.

This legislation is important because
it will help provide a more sustainable
funding base for medical research. Dur-
ing the debate on the budget resolu-
tion, I offered an amendment to restore
$7 billion of the nearly $8 billion cut for
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the NIH proposed by the Senate budget
resolution over the next 7 years. This
amendment passed by a vote of 85-14.
While this was a short-term victory for
the NIH, it demonstrates the need for a
stable endowment for medical re-
search. The war against disease can not
be fully waged if medical researchers
have to engage in yearly squabbles
with Congress over funding levels.

As most of my colleagues know, I am
a practical man. I do not underesti-
mate the difficulty any tax increase
has in the current political climate,
but I submit we must listen to the peo-
ple who put the new Republican major-
ity in power.

A recent Harris Poll has shown that
Americans strongly support health re-
search and are willing to put their
money behind their words. The poll
asked Americans which type of sci-
entific research they favored—66 per-
cent favored medical research and a
pitiful 4 percent preferred defense re-
search. This same poll determined that
if assured that the funds would be
spent for medical research, 74 percent
of Americans are willing to spend $1
more in taxes. Other polling data con-
sistently shows that more than two-
thirds of Republican and Democratic
voters, including voters in tobacco-
growing States, favor raising tobacco
taxes.

These results make it clear that our
constituents desire a strong Federal
commitment to medical research, even
if it means an increase in taxes. An in-
crease in tobacco taxes is easily the
most appropriate source of funding for
this bill. The Centers for Disease Con-
trol and Prevention reports that the
Federal Government spends more than
$20 billion per year to pay for the di-
rect health care costs caused by to-
bacco. Tobacco taxes will help offset
and reduce the economic costs of
smoking. Taxes on tobacco products
are a proven source of revenue around
the world. Most major industrialized
nations tax tobacco at $2 to $3.60 per
package.

The increase in the tobacco tax will
provide extensive health benefits. To-
bacco use is the greatest cause of pre-
ventable death in America. About 1.3
million children and adults will be dis-
couraged from smoking by a 25-cent to-
bacco tax. Because about half of all
long-term smokers die of diseases
caused by smoking, a 25-cent tobacco
tax will save the lives of more than
300,000 Americans alive today. I hope
these heart-wrenching statistics will
put an end to the congressional cod-
dling of the almighty tobacco lobby.
Tobacco use imposes a great price on
our society, and those who profit from
tobacco use should contribute their
fair share to this devastation.

This legislation has everything to do
with providing our Nation with a
brighter future. While sustainable re-
sources for medical research are essen-
tial for our Nation’s prosperity, our
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young people will ultimately deter-
mine the future of our Nation. Zenia
Kim, a finalist in the Miss Oregon Pag-
eant, and an aspiring medical re-
searcher, provides-me with a personal
impetus to progress on this legislation.
Like many Zenia had not given disease
or medical research much thought
until a close relative was stricken with
cancer. After seeing her family mem-
ber experience the terrors of chemo-
therapy, she dedicated her life to find-
ing a cure to cancer.

Zenia has vigorously pursued this
pledge by working during her college
summers at Oregon Health Sciences
University. It was here, at one of our
Nation’s top academic medical centers,
that she encountered the problems of
insufficient funds for medical research.
This inspired her to develop a com-
prehensive proposal to cure cancer. The
main component of this proposal is re-
search. Kim writes, ‘‘as a future medi-
cal scientist, I would like to know that
there will be enough funding available
to pursue my research endeavors.

I would like Zenia to someday realize
her goal and find a cure for cancer. I
would like to assure Zenia, that when
she graduates from medical school, we
will have adequate funding for medical
research. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port the National Fund for Medical Re-
search to help Zenia and others like
her to provide hope for those tor-
mented by disease and disabilities.

I ask unanimous consent to include
in the RECORD, a copy of the bill, a
question and answer summary, a sam-
ple of letters of support, and a list of
nearly 200 organizations supporting
this effort.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

8. 1251

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the *“National
Fund for Health Research Act”.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress finds the following:

(1) Nearly 4 of 5 peer reviewed research
projects deemed worthy of funding by the
National Institutes of Health are not funded.

(2) Less than 3 percent of the nearly one
trillion dollars our Nation spends on health
care is devoted to health research, while the
defense industry spends 15 percent of its
budget on research.

(3) Public opinion surveys have shown that
Americans want more Federal resources put
into health research and are willing to pay
for it. Polling data consistently shows that
more than two-thirds of all voters support a
major tobacco tax increase if revenues gen-
erated are dedicated to health-related pro-
grams.

(4) Ample evidence exists to demonstrate
that health research has improved the qual-
ity of health care in the United States. Ad-
vances such as the development of vaccines,
the cure of many childhood cancers, drugs
that effectively treat a host of diseases and
disorders, a process to protect our Nation's
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blood supply from the HIV virus, progress
against cardiovascular disease including
heart attack and stroke, and new strategies
for the early detection and treatment of dis-
eases such as colon, breast, and prostate can-
cer clearly demonstrates the benefits of
health research.

(5) Health research which holds the prom-
ise of prevention of intentional and uninten-
tional injury and cure and prevention of dis-
ease and disability, is critical to holding
down costs in the long term.

(6) The state of our Nation's research fa-
cilities at the National Institutes of Health
and at universities is deteriorating signifi-
cantly. Renovation and repair of these facili-
ties are badly needed to maintain and im-
prove the quality of research.

(7) Because the Concurrent Resolution on
the Budget for fiscal year 1996 (H. Con. Res.
67) freezes discretionary spending for the
next 5 years, the Nation's investment in
health research through the National Insti-
tutes of Health is likely to decline in real
terms unless corrective legislative action is
taken.

(8) A health research fund is needed to
maintain our Nation's commitment to
health research and to increase the percent-
age of approved projects which receive fund-
ing at the National Institutes of Health.

(9) Each year 419,000 Americans die directly
from tobacco use and thousands more die
from diseases caused by exposure to environ-
mental tobacco smoke. This year one out of
every five Americans who die will die from
tobacco use.

(10) A recent study by the Centers for Dis-
ease Control and Prevention estimates that
the Federal Government expended more than
$20,000,000,000 in 1993 alone to treat illnesses
associated with tobacco use.

(11) A 25 cent increase in the tobacco tax
would discourage 1,300,000 Americans from
smoking and prevent more than 300,000 pre-
mature deaths.

(12) An estimated 90 percent of all smokers
start when they are teenagers or younger.

(13) Voluntary income tax checkoffs for
medical research for specific diseases exist in
some States and have proven successful in
generating funds for such research.

TITLE I—NATIONAL FUND FOR HEALTH

RESEARCH
SEC. 101. ESTABLISHMENT.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established
in the Treasury of the United States a fund,
to be known as the ‘‘National Fund for
Health Research’ (hereafter in this section
referred to as the “Fund'), consisting of
such amounts as are transferred to the Fund
under subsection (b) and any interest earned
on investment of amounts in the Fund.

(b) TRANSFERS TO FUND,—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the
Treasury shall transfer to the Fund amounts
equivalent to—

(A) taxes received in the Treasury under
section 5701 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 (relating to taxes on tobacco products)
to the extent attributable to the increase in
such taxes resulting from the amendments
made by title II of the National Fund for
Health Research Act; and

(B) the amounts designated under section
6097 (relating to designation of overpayments
and contributions to the Fund).

(2) TRANSFERS BASED ON ESTIMATES.—The
amounts transferred by paragraph (1) shall
annually be transferred to the Fund within
30 days after the President signs an appro-
priations Act for the Departments of Labor,
Health and Human Services, and Education,
and related agencies, or by the end of the

25315

first quarter of the fiscal year. Proper ad-
justment shall be made in amounts subse-
quently transferred to the extent prior esti-
mates were in excess of or less than the
amounts required to be transferred.

(c) OBLIGATIONS FROM FUND.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the provisions
of paragraph (4), with respect to the amounts
made available in the Fund in a fiscal year,
the Secretary of Health and Human Services
shall distribute—

(A) 2 percent of such amounts during any
fiscal year to the Office of the Director of
the National Institutes of Health to be allo-
cated at the Director's discretion for the fol-
lowing activities:

(1) for carrying out the responsibilities of
the Office of the Director, including the Of-
fice of Research on Women's Health and the
Office of Research on Minority Health, the
Office of Alternative Medicine, the Office of
Rare Disease Research, the Office of Behav-
ioral and Social Sciences Research (for use
for efforts to reduce tobacco use), the Office
of Dietary Supplements, and the Office for
Disease Prevention; and

(ii) for construction and acquisition of
equipment for or facilities of or used by the
National Institutes of Health;

(B) 2 percent of such amounts for transfer
to the National Center for Research Re-
sources to carry out section 1502 of the Na-
tional Institutes of Health Revitalization
Act of 1993 concerning Biomedical and Be-
havioral Research Facilities;

(C) 1 percent of such amounts during any
fiscal year for carrying out section 301 and
part D of title IV of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act with respect to health information
communications; and

(D) the remainder of such amounts during
any fiscal year to member institutes and
centers, including the Office of AIDS Re-
search, of the National Institutes of Health
in the same proportion to the total amount
received under this section, as the amount of
annual appropriations under appropriations
Acts for each member institute and Centers
for the fiscal year bears to the total amount
of appropriations under appropriations Acts
for all member institutes and Centers of the
National Institutes of Health for the fiscal
year.

(2) PLANS OF ALLOCATION.—The amounts
transferred under paragraph (1)(D) shall be
allocated by the Director of the National In-
stitutes of Health or the various directors of
the institutes and centers, as the case may
be, pursuant to allocation plans developed by
the various advisory councils to such direc-
tors, after consultation with such directors.

(3) GRANTS AND CONTRACTS FULLY FUNDED
IN FIRST YEAR.—With respect to any grant or
contract funded by amounts distributed
under paragraph (1), the full amount of the
total obligation of such grant or contract
shall be funded in the first year of such grant
or contract, and shall remain available until
expended.

(4) TRIGGER AND RELEASE OF MONIES AND
PHASE-IN.—

(A) TRIGGER AND RELEASE.—No expenditure
shall be made under paragraph (1) during any
fiscal year in which the annual amount ap-
propriated for the National Institutes of
Health is less than the amount so appro-
priated for the prior fiscal year.

(B) PHASE-IN.—The Secretary of Health and
Human Services shall phase-in the distribu-
tions required under paragraph (1) so that—

(i) 25 percent of the amount in the Fund is
distributed in fiscal year 1997;

(ii) 50 percent of the amount in the Fund is
distributed in fiscal year 1998;
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(iii) 75 percent of the amount in the Fund
is distributed in fiscal year 1999; and

(iv) 100 percent of the amount in the Fund
is distributed in fiscal year 2000 and each
succeeding fiscal year.

(5) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—Amounts in
the Fund shall be available to pay the ad-
ministrative expenses of the Department of
the Treasury directly allocable to—

(A) modifying the individual income tax
return forms to carry out section 6097 of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986; and

(B) processing amounts received under
such section 6097 and transferring such
amounts to such Fund.

(d) BUDGET TREATMENT OF AMOUNTS IN
FUND.—The amounts in the Fund shall be ex-
cluded from, and shall not be taken into ac-
count, for purposes of any budget enforce-
ment procedure under the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 or the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985.

TITLE II—FINANCING PROVISIONS
SEC. 201. AMENDMENT OF 1886 CODE.

Except as otherwise expressly provided,
whenever in this title an amendment or re-
peal is expressed in terms of an amendment
to, or repeal of, a section or other provision,
the reference shall be considered to be made
to a section or other provision of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986.

SEC. 202. INCREASE IN EXCISE TAXES ON TO-
BACCO PRODUCTS.

(a) CIGARETTES.—Subsection (b) of section
5701 is amended—

(1) by striking *‘$12 per thousand ($10 per
thousand on cigarettes removed during 1991
or 1992)” in paragraph (1) and inserting *‘$24.5
per thousand", and z

(2) by striking “*$25.20 per thousand ($21 per
thousand on cigarettes removed during 1991
or 1992)" in paragraph (2) and inserting
“‘$51.45 per thousand’.

(b) CioAR8.—Subsection (a) of section 5701
is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘$1,125 cents per thousand
(93.75 cents per thousand on cigars removed
during 1991 or 1992)" in paragraph (1) and in-
serting ‘‘$13.64 per thousand”, and

(2) by striking “‘equal to' and all that fol-
lows in paragraph (2) and inserting “‘equal to
26.03 percent of the price for which sold but
not more than $61.25 per thousand.”

(¢c) CIGARETTE PAPERS.—Subsection (c) of
section 5701 is amended by striking *0.75
cent (0.625 cent on cigarette papers removed
during 1991 or 1992)" and inserting *'1.53
cents''.

(d) CIGARETTE TuUBES.—Subsection (d) of
section 5701 is amended by striking “1.5
cents (1.25 cents on cigarette tubes removed
during 1991 or 1992)"" and inserting ‘‘3.06
cents”.

(e) SMOKELESS TOBACCO.—Subsection (e) of
section 5701 is amended—

(1) by striking **36 cents (30 cents on snuff
removed during 1991 or 1992)" in paragraph
(1) and inserting ‘‘$3.69", and

(2) by striking ‘12 cents (10 cents on chew-
ing tobacco removed during 1991 or 1992)" in
paragraph (2) and inserting “$1.45".

(f) PirE ToBACCO.—Subsection (f) of section
5701 is amended by striking “‘67.5 cents (56.25
cents on pipe tobacco removed during 1991 or
1992)" and inserting ‘'$4.85".

(g) APPLICATION OF TAX INCREASE TO PUER-
T0 Rico.—Section 5701 is amended by adding
at the end the following new subsection:

“(h) APPLICATION TO TAXES TO PUERTO
Rico.—Notwithstanding subsections (b) and
(c) of section 7653 and any other provision of
law—

**(1) IN GENERAL.—On tobacco products and
cigarette papers and tubes, manufactured or
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imported into the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico, there is hereby imposed a tax at the
rate equal to the excess of—

‘“(A) the rate of tax applicable under this
section to like articles manufactured in the
United States, over

‘“(B) the rate referred to in subparagraph
(A) as in effect on the day before the date of
the enactment of the National Fund for
Health Research Act.

‘Y(2) SHIPMENTS TO PUERTO RICO FROM THE
UNITED STATES.—Only the rates of tax in ef-
fect on the day before the date of the enact-
ment of this subsection shall be taken into
account in determining the amount of any
exemption from, or credit or drawback of,
any tax imposed by this section on any arti-
cle shipped to the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico from the United States.

*Y(3) SHIPMENTS FROM PUERTO RICO TO THE
UNITED STATES,—The rates of tax taken into
account under section 7652(a) with respect to
tobacco products and cigarette papers and
tubes coming into the United States from
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico shall be
the rates of tax in effect on the day before
the date of the enactment of the National
Fund for Health Research Act.

*‘(4) DISPOSITION OF REVENUES.—The provi-
sions of section T652(a)(3) shall not apply to
any tax imposed by reason of this sub-
section.”

(h) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to articles
removed (as defined in section 5702(k) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended
by this Act) after December 31, 1995.

(i) FLOOR STOCKS TAXES.—

(1) IMPOSITION OF TAX.—On tobacco prod-
ucts and cigarette papers and tubes manufac-
tured in or imported into the United States
or the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico which
are removed before January 1, 1996, and held
on such date for sale by any person, there is
hereby imposed a tax in an amount equal to
the excess of—

(A) the tax which would be imposed under
section 5701 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 on the article if the article had been re-
moved on such date, over

(B) the prior tax (if any) imposed under
aTct,ion 5701 or 7652 of such Code on such arti-
cle.

(2) AUTHORITY TO EXEMPT CIGARETTES HELD
IN VENDING MACHINES.—To the extent pro-
vided in regulations prescribed by the Sec-
retary, no tax shall be imposed by paragraph
(1) on cigarettes held for retail sale on Janu-
ary 1, 1996, by any person in any vending ma-
chine. If the Secretary provides such a bene-
fit with respect to any person, the Secretary
may reduce the $500 amount in paragraph (3)
with respect to such person.

(3) CREDIT AGAINST TAX.—Each person shall
be allowed as a credit against the taxes im-
posed by paragraph (1) an amount equal to
$500. Such credit shall not exceed the
amount of taxes imposed by paragraph (1) on
January 1, 1996, for which such person is lia-
ble.

(4) LIABILITY FOR TAX AND METHOD OF PAY-
MENT.—

(A) LIABILITY FOR TAX.—A person holding
cigarettes on January 1, 1996, to which any
tax imposed by paragraph (1) applies shall be
liable for such tax.

(B) METHOD OF PAYMENT.—The tax imposed
by paragraph (1) shall be paid in such man-
ner as the Secretary shall prescribe by regu-
lations.

(C) TIME FOR PAYMENT.—The tax imposed
by paragraph (1) shall be paid on or before
April 1, 1996.

(5) ARTICLES IN FOREIGN TRADE ZONES.—
Notwithstanding the Act of June 18, 1934 (48
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Stat. 998, 19 U.8.C. 8la) and any other provi-
sion of law, any article which is located in a
foreign trade zone on January 1, 1996, shall
be ;sfubject to the tax imposed by paragraph
(1) if—

(A) internal revenue taxes have been deter-
mined, or customs duties liquidated, with re-
spect to such article before such date pursu-
ant to a request made under the 1st proviso
of section 3(a) of such Act, or

(B) such article is held on such date under
the supervigion of a customs officer pursuant
to the 2d proviso of such section 3(a).

(6) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sub-
section—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Terms used in this sub-
section which are also used in section 5702 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 shall have
the respective meanings such terms have in
such section, as amended by this Act.

(B) BECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’
means the Secretary of the Treasury or his
delegate.

(7) CONTROLLED GROUPS,—Rules similar to
the rules of section 5061(e)(3) of such Code
shall apply for purposes of this subsection.

(8) OTHER LAWS APPLICABLE.—All provi-
sions of law, including penalties, applicable
with respect to the taxes imposed by section
5701 of such Code shall, insofar as applicable
and not inconsistent with the provisions of
this subsection, apply to the floor stocks
taxes imposed by paragraph (1), to the same
extent as if such taxes were imposed by such
section 5701, The Secretary may treat any
person who bore the ultimate burden of the
tax imposed by paragraph (1) as the person
to whom a credit or refund under such provi-
sions may be allowed or made.

SEC. 203. MODIFICATIONS OF CERTAIN TOBACCO
TAX PROVISIONS,

(a) EXEMPTION FOR EXPORTED TOBACCO
PRODUCTS AND CIGARETTE PAPERS AND TUBES
To APPLY ONLY TO ARTICLES MARKED FOR
EXPORT.—

(1) Subsection (b) of section 5704 is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following new
sentence: ‘‘Tobacco products and cigarette
papers and tubes may not be transferred or
removed under this subsection unless such
products or papers and tubes bear such
marks, labels, or notices as the Secretary
shall by regulations prescribe."

(2) Section 5761 is amended by redesignat-
ing subsections (c) and (d) as subsections (d)
and (e), respectively, and by inserting after
subsection (b) the following new subsection:

“‘(c) SALE OF TOBACCO PRODUCTS AND CIGA-
RETTE PAPERS AND TUBES FOR EXPORT.—Ex-
cept as provided in subsections (b) and (d) of
section 5704—

‘(1) every person who sells, relands, or re-
ceives within the jurisdiction of the United
States any tobacco products or cigarette pa-
pers or tubes which have been labeled or
shipped for exportation under this chapter,

“(2) every person who sells or receives such
relanded tobacco products or cigarette pa-
pers or tubes, and ;

*(3) every person who aids or abets in such
selling, relanding, or receiving,
shall, in addition to the tax and any other
penalty provided in this title, be liable for a
penalty equal to the greater of $1,000 or 5
times the amount of the tax imposed by this
chapter. All tobacco products and cigarette
papers and tubes relanded within the juris-
diction of the United States, and all vessels,
vehicles, and aircraft used in such relanding
or in removing such products, papers, and
tubes from the place where relanded, shall be
forfeited to the United States.”

(3) Subsection (a) of section 5761 is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘subsection (b)" and inserting
“subsection (b) or (c)”.
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(4) Bubsection (d) of section 5761, as redes-
ignated by paragraph (2), is amended by
striking ‘*The penalty imposed by subsection
(b)* and inserting ‘“The penalties imposed by
subsections (b) and (c)".

(5)(A) Subpart F of chapter 52 is amended
by adding at the end the following new sec-
tion:

“SEC. 5754. RESTRICTION ON IMPORTATION OF
PREVIOUSLY EXPORTED TOBACCO
PRODUCTS.

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—Tobacco products and
cigarette papers and tubes previously ex-
ported from the United States may be im-
ported or brought into the United States
only as provided in section 5704(d). For pur-
poses of this section, section 5704(d), section
5761, and such other provisions as the Sec-
retary may specify by regulations, references
to exportation shall be treated as including a
reference to shipment to the Commonwealth
of Puerto Rico.

*(b) CROSS REFERENCE.—

“For penalty for the sale of tobacco prod-
ucts and and tubes in the
United States which are labeled for export,
see section 5761(c).”

(B) The table of sections for subpart F of
chapter 52 is amended by adding at the end
the following new item:

“Sec. 5764, Restriction on importation of pre-
viously exported tobacco prod-
ucts."

(b) IMPORTERS REQUIRED To BE QUALI-
FIED.—

(1) BSections 5712, 5713(a), 5721, 5722,
5762(a)(1), and 5763 (b) and (c) are each
amended by inserting ‘“‘or importer' after
“manufacturer’’.

(2) The heading of subsection (b) of section
5763 is amended by inserting “QUALIFIED IM-
PORTERS," after “"MANUFACTURERS,".

(3) The heading for subchapter B of chapter
52 is amended by inserting ‘‘and Importers"
after “‘Manufacturers’’.

(4) The item relating to subchapter B in
the table of subchapters for chapter 52 is
amended by inserting ‘“and importers after
“manufacturers’.

(¢c) REPEAL OF TAX-EXEMPT SALES TO EM-
PLOYEES OF CIGARETTE MANUFACTURERS.—

(1) Subsection (a) of section 5704 is amend-
ed—

(A) by striking “EMPLOYEE USE OR" in the
heading, and

(B) by striking *‘for use or consumption by
employees or" in the text.

(2) Subsection (e) of section 5723 is amend-
ed by striking *‘for use or consumption by
their employees, or for experimental pur-
poses” and inserting ‘“‘for experimental pur-

8",

(d) REPEAL OF TAX-EXEMPT SALES TO UNIT-
ED STATES.—Subsection (b) of section 5704 is
amended by striking “and manufacturers
may similarly remove such articles for use
of the United States;".

(e) BoOKS OF 26 OR FEWER CIGARETTE PA-
PERS SUBJECT TO TAX.—Subsection (c) of sec-
tion 5701 is amended by striking ‘‘On each
book or set of cigarette papers containing
more than 25 papers,” and inserting **On cig-
arette papers,”.

(f) STORAGE OF ToBACCO PRODUCTS.—Sub-
section (k) of section 5702 is amended by in-
serting ‘‘under section 5704 after “‘internal
revenue bond’.

(g) AUTHORITY ToO PRESCRIBE MINIMUM
MANUFACTURING ACTIVITY REQUIREMENTS.—
Section 5712 is amended by striking “‘or’ at
the end of paragraph (1), by redesignating
paragraph (2) as paragraph (3), and by insert-
ing after paragraph (1) the following new
paragraph:
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(2) the activity proposed to be carried out
at such premises does not meet such mini-
mum capacity or activity requirements as
the Secretary may prescribe, or'.

(h) SPECIAL RULES RELATING TO PUERTO
RICO AND THE VIRGIN ISLANDS.—Section 7652
is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing new subsection:

*(h) LIMITATION ON COVER OVER OF TAX ON
Tosacco PropucTs.—For purposes of this
section, with respect to taxes imposed under
section 5701 or this section on any tobacco
product or cigarette paper or tube, the
amount covered into the treasuries of Puerto
Rico and the Virgin Islands shall not exceed
the rate of tax under section 5701 in effect on
the article on the day before the date of the
e;z;scbment of the Health Partnership Act of
1995."

(1) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to articles
removed (as defined in section 5702(k) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended
by this Act) after December 31, 1995.

SEC. 204. IMPOSITION OF EXCISE TAX ON MANU-
FACTURE OR IMPORTATION OF
ROLL-YOUR-OWN TOBACCO.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5701 (relating to
rate of tax), as amended by section 701, is
amended by redesignating subsections (g)
and (h) as subsections (h) and (i) and by in-
serting after subsection (f) the following new
subsection:

“(g) ROLL-YOUR-OWN ToBACCO.—On roll-
your-own tobacco, manufactured in or im-
ported into the United States, there shall be
imposed a tax of $4.85 per pound (and a pro-
portionate tax at the like rate on all frac-
tional parts of a pound)."

(b) ROLL-YOUR-OWN TOBACCO.—Section 5702
(relating to definitions) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new subsection:

“(p) ROLL-YOUR-OWN ToBACCO.—The term
‘roll-your-own tobacco’ means any tobacco
which, because of its appearance, type, pack-
aging, or labeling, is suitable for use and
likely to be offered to, or purchased by, con-
sumers as tobacco for making cigarettes."

(c) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—

(1) Subsection (c) of section 5702 is amend-
ed by striking “‘and pipe tobacco’ and insert-
ing ‘“pipe tobacco, and roll-your-own to-
bacco''.

d('a:- Subsection (d) of section 5702 is amend-

e | —

(A) in the material preceding paragraph
(1), by striking “‘or pipe tobacco’ and insert-
ing ‘“pipe tobacco, or roll-your-own to-
bacco”, and .

(B) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting
the following new paragraph:

‘(1) a person who produces cigars, ciga-
rettes, smokeless tobacco, pipe tobacco, or
roll-your-own tobacco solely for the person's
own personal consumption or use, and''.

(3) The chapter heading for chapter 52 is
amended to read as follows:

“CHAPTER 52—TOBACCO PRODUCTS AND

CIGARETTE PAPERS AND TUBES".

(4) The table of chapters for subtitle E is
amended by striking the item relating to
chapter 52 and inserting the following new
item:

““CHAPTER 52. Tobacco products and cigarette
papers and tubes."

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by
this section shall apply to roll-your-own to-
bacco removed (as defined in section 5702(k)
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as
amended by this Act) after December 31,
1995.

(2) TRANSITIONAL RULE.—Any person who—
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(A) on the date of the enactment of this
Act is engaged in business as a manufacturer
of roll-your-own tobacco or as an importer of
tobacco products or cigarette papers and
tubes, and

(B) before January 1, 1996, submits an ap-
plication under subchapter B of chapter 52 of
such Code to engage in such business,
may, notwithstanding such subchapter B,
continue to engage in such business pending
final action on such application. Pending
such final action, all provisions of such chap-
ter 52 shall apply to such applicant in the
same manner and to the same extent as if
such applicant were a holder of a permit
under such chapter 52 to engage in such busi-
ness.

SEC. 205. DESIGNATION OF OVERPAYMENTS AND
CONTRIBUTIONS FOR THE NA-
TIONAL FUND FOR HEALTH RE-
SEARCH.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter A of chapter
61 (relating to returns and records) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following new
part:

“PART IX—DESIGNATION OF OVERPAY-
MENTS AND CONTRIBUTIONS FOR THE
NATIONAL FUND FOR HEALTH RE-
SEARCH

‘‘Sec. 6097. Amounts for the National Fund
for Health Research.

“SEC. 6097. AMOUNTS FOR THE NATIONAL FUND
FOR HEALTH RESEARCH.

*(a) IN GENERAL.—Every individual (other
than a nonresident alien) may designate
that—

‘(1) a portion (not less than $1) of any
overpayment of the tax imposed by chapter 1
for the taxable year, and

**(2) a cash contribution (not less than §1),
be paid over to the National Fund for Health
Research. In the case of a joint return of a
husband and wife, each spouse may designate
one-half of any such overpayment of tax (not
less than §2).

‘(b) MANNER AND TIME OF DESIGNATION.—
Any designation under subsection (a) may be
made with respect to any taxable year only
at the time of filing the original return of
the tax imposed by chapter 1 for such tax-
able year. Such designation shall be made ei-
ther on the lst page of the return or on the
page bearing the taxpayer’s signature.

‘(¢) OVERPAYMENTS TREATED AS RE-
FUNDED.—For purposes of this section, any
overpayment of tax designated under sub-
section (a) shall be treated as being refunded
to the taxpayer as of the last day prescribed
for filing the return of tax imposed by chap-
ter 1 (determined with regard to extensions)
or, if later, the date the return is filed.

‘(d) DESIGNATED AMOUNTS NoT DEDUCT-
IBLE.—No amount designated pursuant to
subsection (a) shall be allowed as a deduction
under section 170 or any other section for
any taxable year.

‘(e) TERMINATION.—This section shall not
apply to taxable years beginning in a cal-
endar year after a determination by the Sec-
retary that the sum of all designations under
subsection (a) for taxable years beginning in
the second and third calendar years preced-
ing the calendar year is less than $5,000,000."

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
parts for subchapter A of chapter 61 is
amended by adding at the end the following
new item:

“Part IX. Designation of overpayments and
contributions for the National
Fund for Health Research.”

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1995.
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NATIONAL FUND FOR HEALTH RESEARCH ACT—
QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

What does the proposal call for?

A National Fund For Health Research

would be established to provide additional
resources for health research over and above
those provided to the National Institutes of
Health (NIH) in the annual appropriations
process. The Fund would greatly enhance the
quality of health care by investing more re-
sources in finding preventive measures, cures
and cost effective treatments for the major
illnesses and conditions that strike Ameri-
cans.
Financing for the Fund comes from an in-
crease in federal tobacco taxes—25 cents per
pack of cigarettes and an equivalent tax on
other tobacco products. This tax would raise
an estimated $4.2 billion annually. In addi-
tion to providing revenue for the Fund, rais-
ing tobacco taxes will protect children and
save lives. Every day more than 3,000 chil-
dren become smokers and more than 1,000 of
them will eventually die as a result of smok-
ing. Raising tobacco taxes is a highly effec-
tive way to reduce tobacco use by children.
A 25-cent tax will discourage an estimated
1.3 million children and adults from smoking
and will save the lives of more than 300,000
Americans alive today.

Each year amounts within the Fund would
automatically be allotted to each of the NIH
Institutes and Centers. Five percent of the
monies would be directed to extramural con-
struction and renovation of research facili-
ties, the National Library of Medicine, and
the Office of the Director. So that an appro-
priate range of basic and applied research is
supported, each Institute and Center would
recelve the same percentage of the remain-
ing Fund monies as they received of the
total NIH appropriation for that fiscal year.
In order to insure that the additional funds
generated do not simply replace regularly
appropriated NIH funds, monies from the
Fund would be released only if the total ap-
propriated for the NIH in that year equal or
exceed the prior year appropriations.

Additional monies for the Fund would be
generated by a voluntary federal income tax
check-off. Every year, when filing their Fed-
eral income tax returns, Americans would
have the opportunity to designate tax over-
payments and contributions for health re-
search. Monies from the check-off would be
deposited in the Fund.

Why is this proposal necessary?

Health research has brought us the ad-
vances in treatment and prevention of dis-
eagse and disability that define our current
high standards of medical practice. Perhaps
more than any other component of our
health care system, health research holds
the promise of both reducing medical costs
and improving the quality of life of Ameri-
cans. Yet, because the federal budget agree-
ment freezes discretionary spending for the
next four years, Federal funding for health
research will likely not even keep up with
inflation unless a separate funding stream is
established.

Will the Fund simply replace existing mon-
ies appropriated to NIH?

No. Monies generated by the Fund would
be in addition to, not in replacement of those
provided to each of the NIH Institutes in the
normal appropriations process. Monies from
the Fund could not be allotted unless total
NIH appropriations in that year were equal
to or greater than the prior year appropria-
tions. Therefore, the Fund could not be used
as a mechanism to replace or reduce regu-
larly appropriated funds.

How would money from the Fund be allo-
cated among research priorities?
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The proposal does not pick winners and
losers among areas of health research. It
does not interfere with the funding decisions
made through the normal appropriations
process. Funds would be allocated to each of
the NIH Institutes and Centers based on the
percentage that each of these entities re-
ceived of the total NIH appropriation for
that year. Monies allotted to each NIH en-
tity would be spent according to a plan de-
veloped by the entities' advisory council in
consultation with the NIH Director. Each In-
stitute would decide the appropriate dis-
tribution of Fund monies among various re-
search priorities within the Institute.

In recognition of the poor state of many
medical research facilities, 2 percent of the
total Fund would be taken off the top for ex-
tramural construction and renovation of re-
search building and facilities. In accordance
with traditional funding patterns, 1 percent
of the total Fund would go to the National
Library of Medicine. An additional 2 percent
would go to the NIH Director for intramural
construction and renovation and other ac-
tivities supported by the Office of the Direc-
tor.

Isn’t research a major reason why the cost
of health care i8 so high in this country?
Won't an increase in research funding lead to
an increase in health care costs?

Absolutely not. Funding for research can
be an effective means of controlling health
costs in the long run. Investment in research
pays off in terms of lower medical expenses,
reduced worker absenteeism, and improved
productivity. For example, according to NIH
statistics, an investment of $1.2 million in
the development of a mass screening device
for neonatal hypothyroidism in newborns
has the potential 1-year saving of over $206
million. An investment of slightly over
$679,000 for a treatment for preventing the
recurrence of kidney stones saves close to
$300 million in annual treatment costs and
lost days work.

Today, many families are anxiously look-
ing for a treatment and cure of Alzheimer's
disease. Federally supported funding for re-
search on Alzheimer’s disease totals $300 mil-
lion annually on caring for people with Alz-
heimer's. A cure or treatment for Alz-
heimer's, in addition to relieving suffering,
would result in enormous savings.

Won't more research lead to the develop-
ment and over utilization of new tests and
expensive equipment?

There are legitimate concerns about the
over utilization and duplication of expensive
technologies. These concerns should be ad-
dressed by an increased emphasis on out-
comes and effectiveness research. We should
solve the problem of over utilization of serv-
ices but not at the expense of improving
quality and coming up with more effective
treatments and cures.

Do the American people support increases
in tobacco taxes to pay for increases in
health research?

Polling data consistently show that more
than two-thirds of Republican and Demo-
cratic voters, including voters in tobacco-
growing states, favor raising tobacco taxes if
revenues are dedicated to health-related ac-
tivities.

Does the proposal include prevention re-
search?

Absolutely. Research is our first line of de-
fense. It is the ultimate investment in pre-
vention. Research provides the building
blocks for prevention—research has produced
immunizations, critical information about
the importance of diet and exercise in pre-
venting disease, and a screening test to pre-
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vent the transmission of HIV through blood
products. Research is the key to prevention.

CANCER UNDERSTANDING AND RESEARCH
EFFORTS
(Statement of Zenia Kim)

The CURE program is designed to focus on
two areas of cancer treatment: prevention
and research.

INTRODUCTION

I remember when I was attending Junior
High and High School, I never really learned
about cancer or the risk factors involved.
When 1 was a senior in high school, a very
close relative of mine became very ill and
was diagnosed with cancer. She started
chemotherapy treatment but things got
worse. I promised myself at that moment
that I was going to perform my own research
on cancer. What caused this disease and why
wasn't my loved one getting better? I began
volunteering at our local hospital in the Pa-
thology lab, where I observed doctors exam-
ining various forms of cancers. I learned how
to spot cancers of all sorts. As I continued
my education at Brigham Young University,
I continued with my cancer research. I
worked with a Chemistry professor by the
name of Dr. James Thorne, and he assisted
me in understanding the chemical aspect of
cancer research. We worked on a treatment
called Photodynamic Therapy. This form of
cancer treatment became very appealing be-
cause it did not have as many negative side
effects that chemotherapy had. I became so
involved with the research that I wrote my
own paper on Photodynamic Therapy. I am
still continuing my research with Dr. Thorne
for the third year, and hope that this is our
real breakthrough in curing cancer. While I
was performing research on Photodynamic
Therapy, I really wanted to continue my vol-
unteer work in a hospital setting. I volun-
teered at Utah Valley Regional Medical Cen-
ter in the Oncology Department. Here, I got
to experience the other side, the patient's
side. I remember talking with many cancer
patients and listening to their distress, their
hopeless feelings. I became so determined
... that I was going to find a cure for can-
cer. As my research continued at BYU, I dis-
covered that research funds were very lim-
ited. The national funding organizations can
hardly support any of the proposals coming
in. As a future medical research specialist, 1
became disheartened. Over the summer, I
worked at Oregon Health Sciences Univer-
sity Medical School performing medical can-
cer research, and there too discovered the
limited funding available for research. This
is why I became so inspired to develop my
own program called the CURE.

CANCER UNDERSTANDING AND RESEARCH
EFFORTS

The CURE focuses on two areas of cancer
treatment. The first is prevention. I believe
that if many students learned about the
risks involved with cancer as a junior high
or high school student, there would be a sig-
nificant decrease in the incidents of cancer.
I would like to see a unit integrated within
the health curriculum that emphasizes the
risks of cancer. Furthermore, I would like to
invite guest speakers, perhaps one who has
fought and recovered from cancer or the
loved ones of a cancer victim, to tell about
their side of their story. I think that by per-
sonalizing a real situation, students feel
more sensitive and more in tune with the
problem, That is exactly what we need. We
need students to feel realistic, sad, or even
scared so that they won't associate with any
of the risks involved with cancer. The deci-
sions that students in their junior high and
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high school years make can indefinitely af-
fect the course of their lives. Furthermore,
this is the time that they opt to engage in
such acts as smoking, using tobacco, sun
tanning, etc. 8o, by integrating a cancer
unit within secondary education, the hope is
that the future generations will choose to
stay risk free and beat the battle against
cancer.

The second area of cancer treatment that
the CURE focuses on is research. Prevention
is great to eliminate cancer but for those al-
ready afflicted with cancer, there must be
another alternative. I would like to person-
ally declare, to those of all ages, that re-
search is the first and most important step
towards cancer cure. By understanding the
mechanism of how cancer cells undergo their
uncontrolled rate of division, we can come
closer to finding the right reagents to stop
it. I know that cancer research has been
going on for many years, and I believe that
we are coming so much closer to the cure.
We really need to support the research fund-
ing. I have sadly discovered that less than 10
percent of all the proposals that are sent to
large funding organizations, such as the Na-
tional Institute of Health, actually get fund-
ed. This to me is a horrifying reality. But
the question always seems to be, “Where are
we going to get the money?' I believe that
we can first start with larger corporations.
They have elicited a certain percentage of
their profits into donations. I would like to
encourage those corporations to donate more
of their profits into research. Also, I support
Senator Hatfield’s and Senator Harkin’s
Trust Fund Proposal in allocating more
money towards research from a tobacco tax.
By raising the tobacco tax by a small frac-
tion, we will not destroy the tobacco indus-
try and we will be able to fund more sci-
entific discoveries. As a future medical sci-
entist, I would like to know that there will
be enough funding available to pursue my re-
search endeavors. I love research and I thrive
off making new scientific discoveries. I just
hope that I can continue my love for re-
search when I work in my own laboratory
someday soon.

As Miss Tri-Valley, I have actually had the
opportunity to speak to students in junior
high and high schools throughout the Bea-
verton/Portland area. I always emphasize
these two important points that I have es-
tablished in the CURE Program: Prevention
and Research—these are our two means of
defeating cancer.

AMERICAN LUNG ASBOCIATION,
; September 14, 1995,
Hon. MARK HATFIELD,
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: The American
Lung Association strongly endorses the leg-
islation you are introducing today, Research
Trust Fund Act. Enactment of the Research
Trust Fund Act will be a win-win proposition
for the health and well-being of the Amer-
ican people.

The Research Trust Fund Act will save
lives through prevention. Each year 419,000
Americans die from causes directly related
to tobacco use and thousands more die from
diseases caused by exposure to environ-
mental tobacco smoke. These preventable
deaths represents a huge human loss to our
society. The proposed $0.25 increase in the
federal excise tax on tobacco products will
help reduce the number of people who smoke.
It is estimated that for every $0.25 increased
in the federal tobacco tax, about one million
people living today will be discouraged from
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smoking and 200,000 to 300,000 premature
deaths will be prevented.

The Research Trust Fund Act will save
health care dollars. The cost of treating peo-
ple who suffer from tobacco related {llnesses
places a staggering financial burden on the
American health care system. Although
smokers tend to die younger, over the course
of their life, current and former smokers
generate an estimated $501 billion in excess
health care costs., Treating tobacco related
illnesses cost the $21 billion per year, with
an additional estimated cost of $47 billion in
lost productivity. Reducing the number of
people who use tobacco products by increas-
ing the federal tobacco tax will help reduce
the economic burden tobacco consumption
places on the U.S. health care system.

The Research Trust Fund Act will save
lives through improved treatments and
cures. The estimated $4 billion to $5 billion
generated by the Research Trust Fund will
provided needed additional funding for bio-
medical research sponsored by the National
Institutes of Health. Through increased sup-
port of basic and clinical biomedical re-
search at the National Institutes of Health,
researchers will continue to broaden our un-
derstanding of life sciences and develop new
approaches to preventing, treating, and cur-
ing disease.

The American Lung Association and its
volunteers stand ready to work with you and
Congress to enact this important legislation.
I would also like to take this opportunity to
commend you for your leadership and fore-
sight in introducing the Reésearch Trust
Fund Act. The Research Trust Fund will go
a long way to improving the health of all
Americans.

Sincerely,
JACQUELINE D. McLEoD, MPH, M.Ed,
ident.
FEDERATION OF AMERICAN
SOCIETIES FOR EXPERIMENTAL BIOLOGY,
Bethesda, MD, September 11, 1995.
Hon. MARK HATFIELD,
Chair, Senate Appropriations Committee, U.S.
Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Federation of
American Societies for Experimental Biol-
ogy (FASEB) supports with enthusiasm your
efforts to provide supplemental resources for
NIH and biomedical research.

The Federation concurs that the federal
commitment to health research is grossly
underfunded. Less than 3 percent of the near-
1y one trillion dollars our Nation spends on
health care is devoted to health research,
while the defense industry spends 15 percent
of its budget on research. Ample evidence ex-
ists to demonstrate that health research has
improved the quality of health care in the
United States, and is one of the best methods
of health care cost containment.

Therefore, FASEB supports the proposal to
create an additional source of biomedical
funding, such as through the National Fund
for Health Research Act. We are confident
that these additional funds would not be
used to offset regular appropriations.

Sincerely,
RALPH A. BRADSHAW, Ph.D.,
President.
NATIONAL COMMITTEE TO PRESERVE
SOCIAL SECURITY AND MEDICARE,
Washington, DC, September 14, 1995.
Hon. MARK O. HATFIELD,
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: On behalf of the

nearly six million members and supporters of
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the National Committee to Preserve Social
Becurity and Medicare, I am writing in
strong support of your legislation to increase
medical research funding to the National In-
stitutes of Health (NIH).

Increased research into the causes and po-
tential cures of many diseases related to
aging could have a profound impact on the
lives of older Americans and their families,
Alzheimer’s disease, a degenerative brain
disorder, afflicts about 4 million people in
the United States, and costs the nation an
estimated $80 billion to $100 billion a year.
Osteoporosis, which causes fragile bones and
painfully crippling fractures, costs an esti-
mated $10 billion a year. When families can
no longer meet the care needs of relatives
with these illnesses, disabled people often
end up in nursing homes, where bills totaled
$69.6 billion in 1993.

The Hatfield/Harkin Research Fund legis-
lation to be introduced today is a significant
step forward to find cures or better treat-
ments, save lives and dollars. We commend
you on your long-time commitment to medi-
cal research.

Sincerely,
MARTHA A. MCSTEEN,
President.
ASSOCIATION OF
AMERICAN MEDICAL COLLEGES,
Washington, DC, September 15, 1995.
Hon. MARK O. HATFIELD,
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.
Hon. ToM HARKIN,
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATORS HATFIELD AND HARKIN: The
Association of American Medical Colleges
(AAMC) strongly endorses your proposal to
create a National Fund for Health Research.
The debate on this year's budget makes it
clear that we must identify additional, sus-
tainable sources of funding %o supplement
the regular appropriation for the National
Institutes of Health [NIH] if we are to con-
tinue to rely upon scientific discovery to im-
prove the health and guality of life for all
Americans. In addition, sustained support
for the NIH is needed if the United States is
to maintain its position as the world’s leader
in biomedical and behavioral research. The
fund you propose is an innovative and nec-
essary complement to NIH funding.

The Federal Government plays a necessary
role in the support of this nation’s bio-
medical and behavioral research efforts. The
investment that the Federal Government has
made in the NIH has produced a comprehen-
sive network of scientists, physicians, and
technicians at more than 1,700 institutions
across the United States dedicated to the
continued pursuit of fundamental knowledge
and the application of this information to
the prevention, diagnosis, and treatment of
disease, NIH-supported scientists have made
enormous contributions to the nation’s
health. In addition, NIH-sponsored research
has made significant economic contribu-
tions, both locally and nationally. The role
that the U.S. biotechnology industry plays
globally is just one example of the economic
benefits to be derived from NIH research.

Moreover, your proposal addresses a major
cause of disease and death in this country:
tobacco. As health professionals, we must do
everything in our power to reduce the use of
tobacco in this country, particularly among
children and teepagers. Your bill is an im-
portant part of that strategy. We will work
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with you to urge all health-related organiza-

tions and institutions to support this pro-

posal and to encourage other Senators to co-
sponsor it.

Finally, on behalf of the Association’s
members, I wish to thank you for your lead-
ership and unfailing commitment to =a
strong, vital medical research effort in this
country. We appreciate the continued sup-
port and trust that you have placed in the
NIH, and by implication in our institutions
and faculty. We look forward to continuing
to work with you to sustain this national
treasure that is so critically important to
the nation’s health.

Very sincerely yours,
JORDAN J. COHEN, M.D.
President.
AMERICAN CANCER SOCIETY,
NATIONAL PUBLIC ISSUES OFFICE,
Washington, DC, September 15, 1995.

Hon. MARK HATFIELD,

U.S. Senate,

Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: On behalf of
more than two million American Cancer So-
ciety volunteers, I am writing to commend
you and Senator Harkin for your leadership
in introducing the National Fund for Health
Research Act. Your proposal combines two
critical initiatives: increasing biomedical re-
search funding and protecting children from
tobacco addiction by raising tobacco taxes.
The American Cancer Society strongly sup-
ports this bill.

Increasing funding for biomedical research
is a top priority for all health organizations
that understand the role such research plays
in treating diseases, reducing suffering, im-
proving the efficiency of our health care sys-
tem and improving the health status of the
entire nation. The American Cancer Society
is particularly concerned about the rise in
cancer rates. Cancer will become the leading
cause of death in the United States by the
year 2000. Blomedical research performed by
the National Institutes of Health is of vital
importance in the fight against cancer. The
United States currently devotes less than 3
percent. of health care spending to research.
This amount is unacceptably low as a matter
of health and economics.

There is no more appropriate way to fi-
nance this bill than through a tobacco tax
increase, By itself, this tax will discourage
about 1.3 million children and adults from
smoking and will ultimately save the lives of
more than 300,000 Americans alive today.
Ralsing tobacco taxes is one of the most im-
portant measures we can take to reduce the
current epidemic of tobacco use by teen-
agers.

More than two-thirds of Republican and
Democratic voters, including voters from to-
bacco-growing states, supports raising to-
bacco taxes for health-related purposes such
as this.

You have our full support. We look forward
to working with you and your staff.

Sincerely,
KERRIE B. WILSON,
National Vice Presi-
dent for Government
Relations, American
Cancer Society.

MEDICAL RESEARCH AND HEALTH CARE CON-
CERNS: A SURVEY OF THE AMERICAN PUBLIC
(Conducted by Louis Harris & Associates,

June 1995)

A nationwide Harris telephone poll was
conducted of 1004 adults in the United States
from June 8-11, 1995. Figures for age, sex,
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race, education, and region were weighted
where necessary to bring them into line with
their actual proportions in the population.
The margin of error for the survey is ap-
proximately 3.1 percent.

Research! America, a national not-for-prof-
it organization dedicated to raising public
awareness of and support for medical re-
search, commissioned Louis Harris & Associ-
ates to ask questions about medical research
as a part of a larger survey focusing on a
broad range of current issues.

HIGHLIGHTS

1. Americans oppose cuts in medical re-
search dollars,

Respondents were told that one impact of
propogsed changes in the Federal budget
would be less money going to universities
and their hospitals which teach medical stu-
dents and do medical research. When asked
whether they favored or opposed these
changes in the Federal budget, 656% opposed
proposed cuts in Federal support for univer-
sities and hospitals.

The younger those surveyed, the higher
their response: Among 18-24 year-clds, the
opposition to the proposed cuts rises to 75%;
among 15-29-year-olds, the opposition to the
proposed cuts is 72%.

2. Americans would pay higher taxes to
support medical research.

73% would be willing to pay a dollar more
per week in taxes If they knew the money
would be spent on medical research to better
diagnose, prevent and treat disease.

Results from a November, 1993 Harris Poll
were very similar—74% were willing to pay a
dollar more per week In taxes if spent on
medical research.

3. Americans urge Congress to provide tax
incentives for private industry to conduct
medical research.

61% of those surveyed want their Senators
and Representatives to support legislation
that would give tax credits to private indus-
tries to conduct more medical research.

4, Americans are willing to designate tax
refund dollars for medical research.

45% would probably, and 15% would defi-
nitely check off a box on their federal in-
come tax return to designate tax refund
money specifically for medical research.

When asked how much money they would
be willing to designate to medical research,
the median amount reported was $23.

5. Americans overwhelmingly value main-
taining the United States' position as a lead-
er in medical research.

94% of those surveyed believe that it is im-
portant that the United States maintains its
role as a world leader in medical research!

6. Americans heartily endorse having the
Federal Government support basic science
research.

Those surveyed were asked if they agree or
disagree with the following: “Even if it
brings no immediate benefits, basic science
research which advances the frontiers of
knowledge is necessary and should be sup-
ported by the Federal Government.”'

69% of respondent agree; 79% of young peo-
ple ages 18-24 agree with the need to support
basgic research.

7. Medical research takes second place only
to national defense for tax dollar value.

While 45% gave federal defense spending
the highest rating for tax dollar value, sec-
ond place went to medical research with 37%
of the respondents giving it a favorable tax
dollar value.

Public education and federal anti-crime ef-
forts ranked the lowest.

8. Americans want more information about
mﬁc&l research in the print and broadcast
media.
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61% of the Americans surveyed would like
to see more medical research information in
newspapers, magazines and on television.

T% of young people 18-24 want more medi-
cal research information from these sources.

For further information on the survey or
other Research! America activities, contact
Tracy Turner at (703) 739-2577; Fax (703) 739-
2372,

ORGANIZATIONS ENDORSING THE HATFIELD-
HARKIN RESEARCH FUND PROPOSBAL A8 OF
SEPTEMBER 14, 1995

Academy of Radlology Research.

Alliance for Aging Research.

Alliance for Eye and Vision Research.

Alzheimer's Association.

American Academy of Allergy, Asthma &
Immunology.

American Academy of Child and Adoles-
cent Psychiatry.

American Academy of Dermatology.

American Academy of Medical Acupunc-
ture.

American Academy of Neurology.

American Academy of Ophthalmology.

American Academy of Orthopaedic Sur-
geons.

American Academy of Otolaryngology—
Head and Neck Surgery.

American Academy of Pediatrics.

American Association for Cancer Edu-
cation.

American Association for Cancer Research.

American Association for Dental Research.

American Association of Anatomists.

American Association of Blood Banks.

American Assoclation of Colleges of Nurs-
ing.

American Association of Colleges of Phar-
macy.

American Association of Critical-Care
Nurses.

American Association of Dental Schools.

American Association of Immunologists.

American Association of Pharmaceutical
Scientists,

American Cancer Society.

American College of Cardiology.

American College of Chest Physicians.

American College of Clinical Pharmacol-
0gY.

American College of Medical Genetics.

American College of Preventive Medicine.

American College of Rheumatology.

American Diabetes Association.

American Federation for Clinical Re-
search.

American Gastroenterological Association.

American Geriatrics Soclety.

American Heart Association.

American Institute of Nutrition.

American Lung Association.

American Nurses Association.

American Orthopaedic Association.

American Pediatric Soclety.

American Physiological Society.

American Podiatric Medical Association.

American Porphyria Foundation.

American Psychiatric Association.

American Psychological Society.

American Skin Association, Inc,

American Sleep Disorders Association.

American Soclety for Bone and Mineral
Research,

American Society for Cell Biology.

American Society for Clinical Nutrition.

American Society for Dermatologic Sur-
gery.

American Society for Investigative Pathol-
OgY.

American Society for Microbiology.

American Society for Pharmacology and
Experimental Therapeutics.
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American Society for Reproductive Medi-
cine.

American Society for Therapeutic Radiol-
ogy and Oncology.

American Society for Virology.

American Society of Addiction Medicine.

American Society of Animal Sciences.

American Society of Clinical Oncology.

American Society of Hematology.

American Society of Nephrology.

American Society of Pediatric Hema-
tology/Oncology.

American Society of Tropical Medicine &
Hygiene.

American Speech-Language-Hearing Asso-
ciation.

American Thoracic Society.

American Urological Association.

Amputee Coalition of America.

Arizona Disease Prevention Center at the
University of Arizona.

Arthritis Foundation.

Association for Behavioral Sciences &
Medical Education.

Association for Professionals in Infection
Control & Epidemiology, Inec.

Association for Research in Vision and
Ophthalmology.

Association of Academic Health Centers.

Association of American Cancer Institutes.

Association of American Medical Colleges,

Association of American Veterinary Medi-
cal Colleges.

Association of Medical Graduate Depart-
ments of Blochemistry.

Association of Medical School Microbi-
ology and Immunology Chairs.

Association of Medical School Pediatric
Department Chairman.

Asgsociation of Minority Health Profession
Schools.

Association of Pediatric Oncology Nurses.

Association of Population Centers.

Association of Professors of Dermatology.

Association of Professors of Medicine.

Association of Bubspecialty Professors.

Association of Teachers of Preventive Med-
icine,

Association of University Environmental
Health Sciences Centers.

Association of University Professors of
Ophthalmology.

Association of University Programs in Oc-
cupational Health and Safety.

Autism Society of America.

Cancer Research Foundation of America.

Citizens for Public Action on Blood Pres-
sure and Cholesterol, Inc.

Coalition for American Trauma Care,.

Coalition of Patient Advocates for Skin
Disease Research.

College on Problems of Drug Dependence.

Columbia University. 5

Columbia University, Health Sciences.

Consortium for Skin Research.

Peter C. & Pat Cook Health Sciences Re-
search & Education Institute at Butterworth
Hospital.

Cooley's Anemia Foundation.

Cooper Hospital/University Medical Cen-
ter.

Corporation for the Advancement of Psy-
chiatry. ;

Council of Community Blood Centers.

Cystic Fibrosis Foundation.

Drew/Meharry/Morehouse Consortium Can-
cer Center.
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Digestive Disease National Coalition.

Dystonia Medical Research Foundation.

Dystrophic Epidermolysis Bullosa Re-
search Association of America.

Ehlers Danlos National Foundation.

The Endocine Society.

Environmental Science Associates, Inc.

Epilepsy Foundation of America.

Families Against Cancer.

Federation of American Societies for Ex-
perimental Biology.

Federation of Behavioral, Psychological &
Cognitive Sciences.

Foundation for Ichthyosis & Related Skin
Types.

Fox Chase Cancer Center.

General Clinical Research Center Pro-
grams Directors’ Association.

Genome Action Coalition.

Fred Hutchinson Cancer Research Center.

Arthur G. James Cancer Hospital & Re-
search Institute.

Johns Hopkins University.

Johns Hopkins University, School of Medi-
cine.

Joint Council on Allergy, Asthma and Im-
munology.

Joint Steering Committee for Public Pol-
icy.

Louisiana State University Medical Cen-
ter.

Lupus Foundation of America, Inc.

Lucille P. Markey Cancer Center.

Medical College of Pennsylvania & Hahne-
mann University.

Medical Center of Wisconsin Cancer Cen-
ter.

Medical Library Association.
mMyMthanla Gravis Foundation of America,

c.
National Alopecia Areata Foundation.

National Association for Biomedical Re-
search.

National Association for the Advancement
of Orthotics and Prosthetics.

National Association of Children’s Hos-
pitals.

National Association of Pediatric Nurse
Associates and Practitioners.

National Association of State Universities
and Land Grant Colleges.

National Breast Cancer Coalition.

National Caucus of Basic Biomedical
Science Chairs.

National Coalition for Cancer Research.

National Committee to Preserve Social Se-
curity and Medicare.

National Diabetes Research Coalition.

National Easter Seal Society.

National Eczema Association.

National Foundation for
Dysplasias.

National Health Council.

National Marfan Foundation.

National Multiple Sclerosis Society.

National Organization for Rare Disorders.

National Osteoporosis Foundation,

National Perinatal Association.

National Psoriasis Foundation.

National Tuberous Sclerosis Association.

National Vitiligo Foundation, Inc.

National Vulvodynia Association.

New England Society of Physical Medicine
and Rehabilitation.

New York University Medical Center.
Northwestern Memorial Hospital.
Oncology Nursing Society.

Ectodermal
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Orton Dyslexia Society, Inc.

Paralyzed Veterans of America.

Penn State Hershey Medical Center.

Population Association of America.

Radiation Research Society.

The Family of Christopher Reeve.

Research! America.

St. Jude Children’s Research Hospital.

Scleroderma Federation, Inc.

Scleroderma Research Foundation.

Society for the Advancement of Women's
Health Research.

Society for Investigative Dermatology.

Society for Neuroscience.

Society for Pediatric Research.

Society of Critical Care Medicine.

Society of Medical College Directors of
Continuing Medical Education.

Society of Toxicology.

Society of University Otolaryngologists—
Head and Neck Surgeons.

Society of University Urologists.

Stanford University School of Medicine.

Sturge Weber Foundation.

Sudden Infant Death Syndrome Alliance.

Sylvester Comprehensive Cancer Center,

Teratology Society.

Tourette Syndrome Association, Inc.

Tufts University Dept. of Physical Medi-
cine and Rehabilitation.

United Scleroderma Foundation Inc.

University of Cincinnati Barrett Cancer
Center.

University of Miami School of Medicine,
Division of Genetics.

University of Minnesota, Duluth, School of
Medicine.

University of Nevada, School of Medicine.

University of Rochester Cancer Center.

University of Virginia, School of Medicine.

University of Washington, School of Medi-
cine.

Wake Forest University,
School of Medicine.

Wisconsin Comprehensive Cancer Center.

Yale University, School of Medicine.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I rise
today with Senator HATFIELD to intro-
duce the Fund for Health Research Act.
This legislation is similar to legisla-
tion that the two of us introduced dur-
ing the last Congress which gained
broad bipartisan support in both the
House and Senate.

Our proposal would establish a na-
tional fund for health research to pro-
vide additional resources for health re-
search over and above those provided
to the National Institutes of Health
[NIH] in the annual appropriations
process. The fund would greatly en-
hance the quality of health care by in-
vesting more in finding preventive
measures, cures and more cost effec-
tive treatments for the major illnesses
and conditions that strike Americans.

The fund would be financed by a 25-
cent tax on each pack of cigarettes and
an equivalent tax on other tobacco
products such as snuff and chewing to-
bacco. This tax would raise an esti-
mated $4.2 billion annually.

Bowman Gray
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Mr. President, in addition to provid-
ing revenue for health research, raising
tobacco taxes will protect children and
save lives. Every day more than 3,000
children become smokers and more
than 1,000 of them will eventually die
as a result of smoking. Raising tobacco
taxes is a highly effective way to re-
duce tobacco use by children. A 25-cent
tax will discourage an estimated 1.3
million children and adults from smok-
ing and will save the lives of more than
300,000 Americans alive today.

Additional moneys for the fund
would be generated by a voluntary Fed-
eral income tax check-off. Every year,
when filing their Federal income tax
returns, Americans would be given the
opportunity to designate tax overpay-
ments and contributions for health re-
search. Moneys from the check-off
would be deposited in the fund.

Each year under our proposal
amounts within the national fund for
health research would automatically
be allocated to each of the NIH insti-
tutes and centers. Each institute and
center would receive the same percent-
age as they received of the total NIH
appropriation for that fiscal year.

Last year Senator HATFIELD and I ar-
gued that any health care reform plan
should include additional funding for
health research. Health care reform
has been taken off the front burner but
the need to increase our Nation's com-
mitment to health research has not di-
minished.

While health care spending devours
nearly $1 trillion annually our medical
research budget is dying of starvation.
The United States devotes less than 2
percent of its total health care budget
to health research. The Defense De-
partment spends 15 percent of its budg-
et on research. Does this make sense?
The cold war is over but the war
against disease and disability contin-
ues.

Increased investment in health re-
search is key to reducing health costs
in the long run. If we can find the cure
for a disease like Alzheimer’'s the sav-
ings would be enormous. Today, feder-
ally supported funding for research on
Alzheimer’s disease totals $300 million
yvet it is estimated that nearly $100 bil-
lion is expended annually on caring for
people with Alzheimer’s.

Gene therapy and treatments for
cystic fibrosis and Parkinson’s could
eliminate years of chronic care costs,
while saving lives and improving pa-
tients’ quality of life.

Mr. President, Senator HATFIELD and
I do everything we can to increase
funding for NIH through the appropria-
tions process. But, given the current
budget situation and freeze in discre-
tionary spending what we can do is
limited. Without action, our invest-
ment in medical research through the
NIH is likely to continue to decline in
real terms.

The NIH is not able to fund even 25
percent of competing research projects
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or grant applications deemed worthy of
funding. This is compared to rates of 30
percent or more just a decade ago.
Science and cutting edge medical re-
search is being put on hold. We may be
giving up possible cures for diabetes,
Alzheimer's, Parkinson’s, and count-
less other diseases.

Our lack of investment in research
may also be discouraging our young
people from pursuing careers in medi-
cal research. The number of people
under the age of 36 even apply for NIH
grants dropped by 54 percent between
1985 and 1993. This is due to a host of
factors but I'm afraid that the lower
success rates among all applicants is
making biomedical research less and
less attractive to young people. If the
perception is that funding for research
is impossible to obtain, young people
that may have chosen medical research
10 years ago will choose other career
paths.

Mr. President, I am pleased that over
130 groups representing patients, hos-
pitals, medical schools, researchers,
and millions of Americans have al-
ready endorsed our proposal. And, poll-
ing data consistently show that more
than two-thirds of Republican and
Democratic voters, including votes in
tobacco-growing States, favor raising
tobacco taxes if funds will be devoted
to health related programs.

Mr. President, health research is an
investment in our future—it is an in-
vestment in our children and grand-
children. It holds the promise of cure
or treatment for millions of Ameri-
cans.

By Mr. ABRAHAM (for himself,
Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. SANTORUM,
Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN, and Mr.
DEWINE):

S. 1252. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide addi-
tional tax incentives to stimulate eco-
nomic growth in depressed areas, and
for other purposes; to the Committee
on Finance.

THE ENHANCED ENTERFPRISE ZONE ACT OF 1885
e Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President,
today, I am joined by Senators
LIEBERMAN, SANTORUM, DEWINE, and
MOSELEY-BRAUN in introducing the En-
hanced Enterprise Zone Act of 1995,
legislation to stimulate job creation
and residential growth in America’s
most distressed rural and urban com-
munities.

In 1980, then-Representative Jack
Kemp introduced the first enterprise
zone legislation in the United States,
the Urban Jobs and Enterprise Zone
Act. Twelve years later, the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 au-
thorized over 100 enterprise and
empowerment zones to receive a lim-
ited combination of tax benefits and
other Federal assistance to support
economic revitalization and commu-
nity development.

For truly distressed communities,
however, there is concern that this
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package of benefits will not be suffi-
cient to spur economic growth and job
creation. This concern was reaffirmed
by the Senate earlier this week during
consideration of S. 4, the Work Oppor-
tunity Act of 1995. On Wednesday, Sep-
tember 13, the Senate unanimously
adopted an amendment calling on Con-
gress to enact enterprise zone legisla-
tion that includes stronger incentives
for investment, job creation, and eco-
nomic growth.

At a time when Congress is debating
the merits of the Federal welfare sys-
tem and looking at reforms to our so-
cial safety net, it is imperative that we
look for ways to stimulate new oppor-
tunities for work and growth in our
most distressed neighborhoods.

For that reason, today my colleagues
and I are introducing legislation to su-
percharge existing enterprise commu-
nities and empowerment zones. These
enhanced enterprise zones would en-
courage entrepreneurial and residen-
tial activity by:

Establishing a capital gains rate of
zero for the sale of any qualified in-
vestments that are held for at least 5
years;

Permitting limited income deduc-
tions for the purchase of gualified
stock in businesses located in an enter-
prise zone;

Doubling the amount small business
owners in these zones are allowed to
expense;

Providing a limited tax credit for
low-income renovations;

Loosening regulatory barriers to
home ownership and job creation;

Providing incentives and grants for
resident management and home owner-
ship of public housing; and

Creating a pilot school choice pro-
gram for the existing empowerment
zones, supplemental empowerment
zones, and Washington, DC.

Mr. President, for economically trou-
bled areas, attracting entrepreneurial
businesses is the key to beginning the
process of revitalization. The tax bene-
fits of enhanced enterprise zones are
targeted at addressing the principal
hurdles facing small businesses when
they are just getting started—raising
capital and maintaining cash flow.

First, we eliminate taxation on cap-
ital gains. The United States has some
of the highest capital gains taxes in
the world. For distressed communities
seeking capital investments, these
taxes inhibit investment and lockout
sources of growth. Our bill establishes
a capital gains rate of zero for the sale
of any qualified zone stock, business
property, or partnership interest that
has been held for at least 5 years.

Second, we encourage investment in
enterprise zones through the creation
of enterprise zone stock. Ask small
business entrepreneurs what their big-
gest hurdle is, and chances are they
will reply—raising capital. This legis-
lation allows individuals to deduct the
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purchase of qualified enterprise zone
stock from their income—up to $100,000
in one year and $500,000 in their life-
time.

Third, we provide small enterprise
zone businesses with extra expensing.
Another obstacle particularly difficult
for small businesses to overcome is
maintaining an adequate cash flow.
Our legislation would double the maxi-
mum allowable expensing for purchases
of plant and equipment in the enter-
prise zones.

Fourth, we encourage the renovation
of deteriorated buildings located in the
enterprise zones. This proposal is based
upon legislation introduced by Senator
KAY BAILEY HUTCHISON and it is de-
signed to encourage private investment
in economically distressed areas by
providing a targeted, limited tax credit
to businesses to help defray their cost
of construction, expansion, and renova-
tion of buildings located within en-
hanced enterprise zones.

Another obstacle to growth and jobs
in distressed communities is the bur-
den of regulation on small businesses.
Our bill would create a process by
which local governments could request
a waiver or modification of regulations
that hinder the job creation, commu-
nity development, or economic revital-
ization objectives of the enterprise
zone. The relevant Federal agencies
would have the discretion to approve or
disapprove of any regulatory waiver or
modification. Furthermore, they would
be prohibited from granting regulatory
waivers that would violate the Fair
Labor Standards Act or present a sig-
nificant risk to public health, safety,
or the environment.

To help low-income families become
homeowners with a stake in their com-
munities, our legislation would estab-
lish an Enterprise Zone Home Owner-
ship Program. Based upon Jack Kemp’'s
proposals when he was the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development, this
proposal would provide grants for:
First, resident management of public
housing; and second, home ownership
of public housing, vacant and fore-
closed properties, and financially dis-
tressed properties.

Finally, within the nine
empowerment zones, two supplemental
empowerment zones, and Washington,
DC, our bill would create a pilot school
choice project to provide low-income
parents and their children with finan-
cial assistance to enable them to select
the public or private school of their
choice. Under this plan, a designated
grantee within each empowerment zone
will provide parents with educational
certificates to be used towards the cost
of tuition and transportation for ele-
mentary or secondary schools within
the empowerment zones.

In conclusion, Mr. President, will en-
hanced enterprise zones work? The an-
swer, quite simply, is yes. We know
they will work because 35 States and
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the District of Columbia already have
enterprise zones that have produced
over 663,000 jobs and $40 billion in cap-
ital investment. The enterprise zone
concept has been endorsed by the Na-
tional Governor’s Association, the Con-
ference of Black Mayors, the Council of
Black State Legislators, and the U.S.
Conference of Mayors.

This bill represents an affirmative ef-
fort to create economic opportunities
for the urban and rural poor by rec-
ognizing that private enterprise, not
government, is the source of economic
and social development. Taken as a
whole, the incentives included in this
legislation for investment, entrepre-
neurship, home ownership, and skill de-
velopment will bring economies in dis-
tressed areas back to life. They will en-
courage full participation in our mar-
ket economy and public interest in
local neighborhoods—resulting in eco-
nomic growth and new jobs.e
¢ Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I'm
delighted to join in the introduction of
this important legislation, the En-
hanced Enterprise Zone Act of 1995.

Last week, this body unanimously
approved an amendment calling on
Congress to enact legislation to super-
charge the enterprise communities and
empowerment zones we created in 1993.
While the 1993 legislation creating
these entities was not perfect and the
legislation did not go far enough, par-
ticularly for the enterprise commu-
nities, it represented a fundamental
change in urban policy. I believe that
legislation was a clear recognition of
the fact that government does not have
all the answers to the ills of poverty in
this country and that American busi-
ness can and must play a role in revi-
talizing poor neighborhoods.

The 1993 legislation was a good start
but it did not go far enough. The bill
we are introducing today takes us fur-
ther down the road of attacking the
problems that plague our cities and
economically distressed rural areas.

I should note that I do have concerns
with some of the provisions of the reg-
ulatory flexibility title of this bill. For
example, I think we must work on
making changes to provide greater as-
surance that any modifications or
waivers of rules would not in any way
compromise the benefits that are
achieved through existing environ-
mental protection and public health
laws and regulations. I hope that these
provisions can be worked on as this bill
progresses through the legislative proc-
ess.
Given that reservation, I believe this
is an important bill that will do much
to provide an economic boost to the
areas of this country that most des-
perately need that help.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
supporting this legislation.e

By Mr. ABRAHAM (for himself,
Mr. KYL, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, and
Mr. SHELBY):
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8. 12563. A bill to amend the Con-
trolled Substances Act with respect to
penalties for crimes involving cocaine,
and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ABRAHAM (for himself,
Mr. HATCH, Mr. THURMOND, Mr.
GRASSLEY, Mr. KyL, Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN, Mr. SHELBY, and Mr.
COVERDELL):

S. 1254. A bill to disapprove of amend-
ments to the Federal Sentencing
Guidelines relating to lowering of
crack sentences and sentences for
money laundering and transactions in
property derived from unlawful activ-
ity; read the first time.

DRUGS LEGISLATION
® Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I am
today introducing two bills, both of
which address one of the most serious
problems facing this country today:
the epidemic of drugs in our Nation.

The purpose of each bill is simple.
The first bill would prevent reductions
in crack cocaine penalties proposed by
the U.S. Sentencing Commission from
taking effect. The second would raise
the penalties for distributors of powder
cocaine by applying existing manda-
tory minimums to a larger group of co-
caine dealers.

No problem has parents more worried
than the drugs and violence so preva-
lent today in schools throughout the
Nation. All of us spend a lot of time
fretting about how to protect our kids
and keep them from getting caught up
in drugs and gangs and the terrible
dangers they create.

Nevertheless, on April 11, by a 4 to 3
vote, the Sentencing Commission pro-
posed amendments to the sentencing
guidelines dealing with crack distribu-
tion and possession.

According to the Department of Jus-
tice, the effect of these amendments
would be to lower base sentences dra-
matically for criminals who deal in
crack cocaine. New sentences for these
criminals would be between one-half
and one-sixth their present length.
Some drug dealers now subject to sub-
stantial prison sentences could end up
serving no jailtime at all.

In my judgment, this sends entirely
the wrong message: that in the war
against crack, society has blinked.

That is not what we should be telling
the crack dealers.

That is not what we should be telling
concerned parents across this Nation.

And that is not what we should be
telling the brave law-abiding members
of our communities who are fighting
back against the crack dealers,

Accordingly, the first bill I am intro-
ducing simply says: This shall not hap-
pen. It blocks these guideline changes,
changes that otherwise would auto-
matically become effective on Novem-
ber 1.

The principal reason the Sentencing
Commission gave for lowering sen-
tences for crack dealing was fairness.
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The Commission was concerned that a
powder cocaine dealer has to distribute
100 times more powder cocaine than a
crack dealer to receive the same sen-
tence as the crack dealer.

The Commission believes that this
disparity creates a perception of un-
fairness because a substantial majority
of convicted crack dealers are African-
Americans, whereas a majority of con-
victed powder dealers are not. It fur-
ther believes that the solution to this
perception is to drastically lower crack
sentences.

1 believe the Commission is wrong on
two scores. First, the Commission it-
self has given several strong reasons
why it is entirely legitimate for our
laws to punish crack distribution more
severely than distribution of powder
cocaine, and there are some reasons
even beyond those the Commission
gave.

Second, there is some basis for be-
lieving that the differential in the sen-
tences may be too great. But the an-
swer is not to lower the crack sen-
tences. The answer is to toughen the
powder sentences. That is what I am
proposing in the second bill I am intro-
ducing today.

As to the first point: The Commis-
sion itself, in a report issued just this
February, recognized that there is a
strong foundation for Congress' origi-
nal decision to punish distributors of
crack more severely than distributors
of powder cocaine.

That is a judgment every U.S. Court
of Appeals that has considered the
guestion has shared. As the Commis-
sion explained, crack is more addictive,
provides a more intense high, is easier
to use, does greater harm, and is asso-
ciated with greater violence than sim-
ple powder.

Though powder cocaine and crack
contain the same active ingredient, the
cocaine alkaloid, crack is far more at-
tractive and addictive. This is pri-
marily because crack is easily amoked
while powder is injected or snorted.

Smoking is one of the guickest meth-
ods of maximizing the drugs effects.
The quicker the cocaine reaches the
brain, the greater the effect, the short-
er the effects duration and the greater
the likelihood cocaine use will lead to
dependence and abuse.

Furthermore, somebody who has
never used drugs before is much more
likely to try a drug by smoking it than
by injecting it. It is unpleasant and re-
quires some expertise to inject oneself
with a foreign substance. Smoking
seems casual and easy. Therefore it is
no surprise that three times more peo-
ple smoke cocaine than inject it.

Crack is also associated with sys-
temic violence to a greater degree than
powder cocaine. Use and distribution of
crack are also associated more gen-
erally with enhanced criminal activity
of all types.

Crack is also more dangerous in
other ways. It produces more medical
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emergencies than snorting powder or
injecting cocaine. And it is sold in
small quantities at affordable, even
cheap, prices—making it easier for
small kids to get and use.

In short, crack is a very dangerous
drug. The response it calls for is surely
not to lower penalties for the people
who distribute it to one-half to one-
sixth their present length.

The second reason the Sentencing
Commission's reasoning is unsound is
that differential treatment of crack
and powder cocaine is far from unique
in drug sentencing. To the contrary, in
other instances as well we treat source
and derivative drugs differently in
terms of the quantities an individual
must distribute to trigger the same
sentence.

For example, a distributor of a given
amount of heroin—a derivative of
opium just as crack is a derivative of
powder cocaine—gets the same sen-
tence as somebody who has distributed
M times that amount of opium. Simi-
larly, a distributor of smokeable meth-
amphetamine, or ice, gets the same
sentence as somebody who has distrib-
uted ten times that amount of regular
methamphetamine.

Third, the Commission’s proposed
changes are incompatible with the
statutory mandatory minimum sen-
tences that Congress has established
for distribution of crack cocaine.

Congress set the trigger amounts
based on its view of the seriousness of
the crack epidemic and the key role
played by retail distributors. Congress
deliberately decided that Federal en-
forcement should focus on both traf-
fickers in high places in the processing
or distribution chain and the managers
of retail level traffic. Congress thought
both were serious traffickers because
they keep the street markets going.

The Commission recognized when it
forwarded its amendments to the Con-
gress that they are inconsistent with
present law. Rather than adjusting its
guidelines to conform with congres-
sional directives, however, as has al-
ways previously been its practice, the
Commission has instead elected to
change the guidelines and ask Congress
that it adjust the laws to accommodate
the Commission's views.

Finally, and most importantly, the
Commission’s solution to this unfair-
ness is in fact quite unfair to the law
abiding citizens everywhere trying to
fight back against crack dealers. And
many of these antidrug activists them-
selves are African-Americans.

The Commission's proposals are not
fair to the children in schools wracked
by drug-induced violence. They are not
fair to those children's parents, who
want the Government to use every tool
it can to protect their kids. And they
are not fair to the vast majority of peo-
ple living in communities, like Detroit,
trying as hard as they can to defend
their neighborhoods against unceasing

September 18, 1995

attacks by crack dealers. The last
thing most of these people want is for
the Federal Government to relax its ef-
forts in combatting the scourge of
crack.

That is not to say that I have no
sympathy with the Sentencing Com-
mission’'s concern that the higher
crack sentences create a perception of
unfairness. I am particularly troubled
because present law has resulted, at
least occasionally, in insufficiently se-
vere punishment of kingpins at the top
of crack distribution chains when com-
pared with punishments meted out to
retail dealers.

The problem is that some of these
kingpins take the precaution of distrib-
uting their product in powder rather
than in crack form. Because of where
the powder triggers are set, some of
these individuals have received consid-
erably less than the mandatory 5 year
penalty even while the retail distribu-
tors, who are distributing the final
product, are receiving at least 5 year
sentences.

As I said before, though, in my view,
however, the answer to these problems
is not to lower the crack sentences. In-
stead we should toughen the powder
sentences.

That is why the second bill I am in-
troducing proposes to raise sentences
for powder distribution by making the
triggers for mandatory minimums 100
grams for 5 years and 1,000 grams for 10
years, rather than 500 and 5,000 as they
are now. That would also mean that
the quantity ratio for powder and
crack would be 20 to 1, the same as the
one between opium and its very dan-
gerous and addictive derivative heroin.

I am pleased that I have been joined
in the effort to block the crack guide-
line changes by a number of distin-
guished colleagues, including my good
friend the chairman of the Judiciary
Committee Senator HATCH, the former
chairman of that committee, Senator
THURMOND, and Senators GRASSLEY,
Kyl, FEINSTEIN, and SHELBY.

The Department of Justice likewise
opposes the Sentencing Commission's
proposals and has asked Congress to
block them.

It is my firm expectation that the
Congress will act promptly on this
measure to prevent these changes from
taking effect on November 1.

I also will ask the Congress to take
up in short order my proposal to tough-
en the sentences for powder dealers. I
look forward to working with my col-
leagues in promoting tough, fair sen-
tences for all drug dealers.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that additional material be print-
ed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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DETROIT BRANCH—NATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR
THE ADVANCEMENT OF COLORED PEOPLE,

Detroit, MI, August 8, 1995.

DETROIT BRANCH—NAACP OFFICIAL
STATEMENT

DETROIT, MI.—The current issue of the sen-
tencing policy regarding ‘‘crack’ and pow-
dered cocaine is one that grips at the very
heart and soul of our society. The jails are
filled with young people, particularly young
African American and Hispanic males and fe-
males, for the selling of these drugs.

The Detroit Branch of the NAACP, which
is the largest branch in the nation with over
51,000 members, has articulated a very spe-
cific concern in the gross inequities in the
sentencing policies for the sale of ‘‘crack™
cocaine as compared to the sale of powdered
cocaine. Drugs are in fact destroying the
very spirit of our communities and are
usurping the energy and vitality of our
youth. It has been our very specific hope
that legislation would be implemented to
equalize the penalties for identical quan-
tities of powdered cocaine and ‘‘crack.”
Please note for the record that we do not
condone, support, encourage or sympathize
with any of those who would sell this death
and destruction to our community., We be-
lieve that this is the scourge of our nation.
Yet, at the same time we recognize that
young African American and Hispanic indi-
viduals do not fly, ship or transport these
drogs into the streets of Detroit, Chicago,
Washington, D.C. or Los Angeles.

We are very pleased to note the effort to
address with a more systematic commitment
to equity, punishment that fits the crime.
We believe that reducing from 500 grams to
100 grams, the level of powdered cocaine de-
termined in an illegal sale of this drug does
begin the process of a more equitable appli-
cation of crime and punishment. It is our be-
lief that both “crack’ and powdered cocaine
have a detrimental impact on our commu-
nity. Yet, we do not believe that the carrent
laws governing the illegal sale of “‘crack’ co-
caine versus powdered cocaine and the subse-
quent sentencing for such infractions are by
any means fair and appropriate.

Therefore, it is our position that the Sen-
ate Judiciary Committee has a key oppor-
tunity to bridge the gap between these in-
equities and to make more appropriate the
type of sentencing resulting from the sale of
powdered cocaine. You must know that the
overwhelming sentiment within the African
American and Hispanic communities is that
our young people are being targeted, ex-
ploited and directed toward the jail indus-
trial complex. This is being done in numbers
much greater than those who sell more than
they, profit more than they and more often
than not, are privileged more than they.

We hope that both the Senate and the
House will look favorably on the rec-
ommendation to lower the level of powered
cocaine to maintain a mandatory, minimum,
five-year sentence for those guilty of the sale
of this illegal drug.

Rev. WENDELL ANTHONY.

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER.:

S. 1255, A bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to provide for
Medicare contracting reforms, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Finance.

MEDICARE CONTRACTOR REFORM ACT OF 1885

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
am pleased to introduce a bill to re-
form the way Medicare administers its
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health benefits. Under current law,
Medicare is not allowed sufficient flexi-
bility to award contracts to administer
Medicare benefits based on perform-
ance, skill and expertise, or competi-
tion. This bill is long overdue and fol-
lows up on an oversight hearing I held
as chairman of the Medicare sub-
committee a few years ago.

When Medicare was enacted 30 years
ago, private health insurance compa-
nies were awarded the task of admin-
istering the program. GAO recently
testified before the Finance Committee
that when Medicare was enacted ‘‘leg-
islation essentially delegated many
day-to-day administrative decisions to
private insurers, to further lessen the
risk of undue Federal interference and
to better ensure that Medicare would
treat its beneficiaries no differently
than the private insured.” Under my
legislation, important administrative
functions would still be performed by
private sector companies but the pool
of eligible companies would be broad-
ened. Medicare would also have the op-
portunity to take advantage of private
sector initiatives to improve customer
service, lower administrative costs,
and improve operational efficiency.

Mr. President, there is bipartisan
recognition that funding for Medicare's
administrative operations is currently
inadequate. Funding for contractors
has actually declined over the last sev-
eral years. When adjusted for inflation,
Medicare's contractor budget actually
declined by 37 percent over the last 6
years. The Finance Committee, on
which I serve, has heard testimony
from the General Accounting Office,
the HHS Office of Inspector General,
and others in support of higher spend-
ing for Medicare administrative serv-
ices. Increased spending on payment
safeguard activities can actually save
the Medicare Program money. Accord-
ing to the GAO, every dollar spent on
Medicare safeguard activities returns
at least $11 to the Medicare Program.

But, Mr. President, before we spend
additional money on program adminis-
tration we need to make sure that the
Health Care Financing Administration
[HCFA] has the ability to spend its
contractor funds wisely and to enter
into contracts with the most efficient
entities.

The legislation I am introducing
today replaces outdated Medicare law
and gives HCFA the tools to take full
advantage of innovations and effi-
ciencies in the private sector when it
comes to utilization review, detecting
fraud and abuse, and processing claims.
No longer would all Medicare contrac-
tors be required to perform all Medi-
care administrative activities. This
legislation would permit the Secretary
of HHS to selectively contract with
any agency or organization that is ca-
pable of carrying out specific adminis-
trative functions, such as fraud and
abuse detection, customer service, or
utilization review.
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Under current law, Medicare is re-
stricted to contracting with health in-
surance companies. In the private sec-
tor, many large employers selectively
contract with companies that special-
ize in, and have expertise in, utiliza-
tion review or in adjudicating claims.
The Medicare Program should not be
prohibited from making similar com-
petitive decisions. This flexibility will
not only increase competition but it
will enhance contractor performance
by allowing Medicare to contract with
entities who excel in a specific func-
tion.

Under current law, Medicare is forced
to pay the costs of terminating a Medi-
care administrative contract even if
the contract is terminated for cause,
including poor performance, outright
fraud, or even if the contract merely
expires. Medicare is the only Federal
program required to pay for these ex-
traordinary termination costs. This is
inconsistent with the Federal contract-
ing authority and should be changed
immediately.

Mr. President, my legislation would
change current law that automatically
renews Medicare’s administrative con-
tracts every year. More important, the
decision on the awarding administra-
tive contracts for part A would be
given to HCFA while preserving a pro-
vider's right to choose its own fiscal
intermediary. Because most hospitals
have nominated the national Blue
Cross-Blue Shield Association as their
fiscal intermediary, when a State Blue
Cross-Blue Shield plan leaves the Medi-
care Program the national Blue Cross-
Blue Shield Association chooses which
State Blue Cross-Blue Shield plan be-
comes the fiscal intermediary for the
hospitals in that State. Under my leg-
islation, new contractors would be
awarded contracts using the same com-
petitive requirements that apply
throughout the Federal Government.

Hospital and nursing homes would
still be able to choose their fiscal
intermediary every 5 years from a list
of at least 3 approved contractors. This
freedom of choice keeps pressure on
contractors to continuously improve
customer service to beneficiaries and
health care providers.

HCFA would also be allowed to mon-
itor and respond to instances when a
health insurance company is process-
ing claims or auditing costs reports of
health care providers that it owns. As
the distinction between providers and
insurers becomes blurred, a serious
conflict of interest could emerge in
these types of situations and HCFA
must have the ability to safeguard the
Medicare Trust Fund from these types
of conflicts of interest.

Just as Medicare has reformed its
payments to doctors and hospitals over
the past decade, and is considering
changes to the way it pays health
maintenance organizations, it is time
to consider alternative ways to pay
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contractors. Current Medicare law that
requires cost-based reimbursement is
inconsistent with payment perform-
ance incentives and competitive bid-

ding.

gigr. President, I believe my legisla-
tion updates current Medicare law and
is long overdue. This bill would equip
the Health Care Financing Administra-
tion with the tools to move the Medi-
care Program into the next century. I
ask unanimous consent that a copy of
the legislative proposal be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 1255

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. ilél.(r)lt'l‘ TITLE AND REFERENCES IN

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may he cited as
the ‘“Medicare Contractor Reform Act of
1995,

(b) REFERENCES IN ACT.—Except as other-
wise expressly provided, whenever in this
Act an amendment or repeal is expressed in
terms of an amendment to, or repeal of, a
section or other provision, the reference
shall be considered to be made a section or
other provision of the Social Security Act.
SEC. 2. FLEXIBILITY IN CONTRACT-
ING FOR MEDICARE CLAIMS PROC-
ESSING.

(a) CARRIERS ToO INCLUDE ENTITIES THAT
ARE NOT INSURANCE COMPANIES,—

(1) Section 1842(a) (42 U.S.C. 1395u(a)) is
amended in the matter preceding paragraph
(1) by striking *‘with carriers" and inserting
“with agencies and organizations (hereafter
in this section referred to as ‘carriers’)".

(2) Section 1842(f) (42 U.S.C. 1395u(f)) is re-
pealed.

(b) CHOICE OF FISCAL INTERMEDIARIES BY
PROVIDERS OF SERVICES; SECRETARIAL FLEXI-
BILITY IN  ASSIGNING FUNCTIONS TO
INTERMEDIARIES AND CARRIERS.—

(1) Section 1B16(a) (42 U.S.C. 1395h(a)) to
read as follows:

‘(a)(1) The Secretary may enter into con-
tracts with agencies or organizations to per-
form any or all of the following functions, or
parts of those functions (or, to the extent
provided in a contract, t0 secure perform-
ance thereof by other organizations):

‘*(A) Determination (subject to the provi-
sions of section 1878 and to such review by
the Secretary as may be provided for by the
contracts) the amount of the payments re-
quired pursuant to this part to be made to
providers of services.

*(B) Making payments described in sub-
paragraph (A),

*(C) Provision of consultative services to
institutions or agencies to enable them to
establish and maintain fiscal records nec-
essary for purposes of this part and other-
wise to qualify as providers of services.

‘(D) Serving as a center for, and commu-
nicate to individuals entitled to benefits
under this part and to providers of services,
any information or instructions furnished to
the agency or organization by the Secretary,
and serve as a channel of communication
from individuals entitled to benefits under
this part and from providers of services to
the Secretary.

‘(E) Making such audits of the records of
providers of services as may be necessary to
ensure that proper payments are made under
this part.
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*(F) Performance of the functions de-
scribed under subsection (d).

‘(@) Performance of such other functions
as are necessary to carry out the purposes of
this part.

“{2) As used in this title and title XI, the
term ‘fiscal intermediary’ means an agency
or organization with a contract under this
section.”.

(2) Subsections (d) and (e) of section 1816
iiz U.S.C. 1395h) are amended to read as fol-

OWS:

*(d) Each provider of services shall have a
fiscal intermediary that—

““{1) acts as a single point of contact for
the provider of services under this part,

*(2) makes its services sufficlently avail-
able to meet the needs of the provider of
services, and

‘Y3 is responsible and accountable for ar-
ranging the resolution of issues raised under
this part by the provider of services.

“(e)1)(A) The Secretary shall, at least
every 5 years, permit each provider of serv-
ices (other than a home health agency or a
hospice program) to choose an agency or or-
ganization (from at least 3 proposed by the
Secretary, of which at least 1 shall have an
office in the geographic area of the provider
of services, except as provided by subpara-
graph (B)(ii)(II)) as the fiscal intermediary
under subsection (d) for that provider of
services. If a contract with that fiscal
intermediary is discontinued, the Secretary
shall permit the provider of services to
choose under the same conditions from 3
other agencies or organizations.

*(B)(i) The Secretary, in carrying out sub-
paragraph (A), shall permit a group of hos-
pitals (or a group of another class of provid-
ers other than home health agencies or hos-
pice programs) under common ownership by,
or control of, a particular entity to choose
one agency or organization (from at least 3
proposed by the Secretary) as the fiscal
intermediary under subsection (d) for all the
providers in that group if the conditions
specified in clause (ii) are met.

**(ii) The conditions specified in this clause
are that—

‘(I) the group includes all the providers of
services of that class that are under common
ownership by, or control of, that particular
entity, and

‘(II) all the providers of services in that
group agree that none of the agencies or or-
ganizations proposed by the Secretary is re-
quired to have an office in any particular ge-
ographic area.

*(2) The Secretary, in evaluating the per-
formance of a fiscal intermediary, shall so-
licit comments from providers of services.'.

(3)(A) Section 1816(b)}(1XA) (42 U.S.C.
1395h(b)(1)}(A)) is amended by striking “after
applying the standards, criteria, and proce-
dures’ and inserting “‘after evaluating the
ability of the agency or organization to ful-
fill the contract performance requirements’’.

(B) The first sentence of section 1816(f)(1)
(42 U.S.C. 1395h(f)(1)) is amended—

(i) by striking ‘‘develop standards, criteria,
and procedures' and inserting **, after public
notice and opportunity for comment, develop
contract performance requirements”, and

(ii) by striking **, and the Secretary shall
establish standards and criteria with respect
to the efficient and effective administration
of this part'.

(C) The second sentence of section
1842(b)(2X(A) (42 U.8.C. 139u(b)2XA)) is
amended to read as follows: “The Secretary
shall, after public notice and opportunity for
comment, develop contract performance re-
quirements for the efficient and effective
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performance of contract obligations under
this section.™.

(D) Section 1842(b)2XA) (42 U.S.C.
1395u(b)(2XA)) is amended by striking the
third sentence.

(E) Section 1842(b)2XB) (42 U.S.C.
1395u(b)(2)B)) is amended in the matter pre-
ceding clause (i) by striking ‘‘establish
standards’ and inserting ‘‘develop contract
performance requirements’.

(F) Section 1842(b)}2XD) (42 TU.S.C.
1305u(b)(2XD)) is amended by striking
“‘standards and criteria’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘contract performance
requirements’.

(4)(A) Section 1816(b) (42 U.S.C. 1395h(b)) is
amended in the matter preceding paragraph
(1) by striking *‘an agreement’ and inserting
‘‘a contract™.

(B) Paragraphs (1)(B) and (2)(A) of section
1816(b) (42 U.S.C. 1395h(b)) are each amended
by striking “‘agreement’ and inserting ‘‘con-
tract”.

(C) The first sentence of section 1816(c)(1)
(42 U.8.C. 1395h(c)(1)) is amended by striking
“An agreement” and inserting “‘A contract’.

(D) The last sentence of section 1816(c)(1)
(42 U.S.C. 1395h(c)(1)) is amended by striking
“‘an agreement' and inserting ‘‘a contract'.

(E) Section 1816(c)(2)}A) (42 U.S.C.
1395h(c)(2XA)) is amended in the matter pre-
ceding clause (i) by striking ‘‘agreement’
and inserting “‘contract’.

(F) Section 1816(c)(3)A) (42 U.S.C.
1395h(c)(3)(A)) is amended by striking
“agreement’” and inserting “contract’.

(G) The first sentence of section 1816(f)(1)
(42 U.S.C. 1395h(f)(1)) is amended by striking
“an agreement’ and inserting “‘a contract'.

(H) Section 1816(h) (42 U.S.C. 1395h(h)) is
amended—

(i) by striking '"An agreement'’ and insert-
ing "*A contract', and

(ii) by striking ‘‘the agreement' each place
it appears and inserting “the contract’.

(I) Section 1816(i)(1) (42 U.S.C. 1395h(iX1)) is
amended by striking ‘‘an agreement' and in-
serting “a contract’,

(J) Section 1B16(j) (42 U.S.C. 1395h(j)) is
amended by striking ‘'An agreement’ and in-
serting "*A contract”,

(K) Section 1816(k) (42 U.S.C. 1395h(k)) is
amended by striking *'An agreement’ and in-
serting A contract'.

(L) Section 1842(a) (42 U.S.C. 1395u(a)) is
amended in the matter preceding paragraph
(1) is amended by striking “‘agreements’ and
inserting ‘‘contracts’.

(M) Section 1842(h)3)A) (42 U.S.C.
1395u(h)(3XA)) is amended by striking “‘an
agreement’’ and inserting ‘‘a contract”.

(5) Section 1816(f)(1) (42 U.S5.C. 13956h(f)(1)) is
amended by striking the second sentence.

(6)A) Section 1816(c)(2)(A) (42 U.B.C.
1395h(c)(2)(A)) is amended in the matter pre-
ceding clause (i) by inserting *‘that provides
for making payments under this part'" after
**this section.

(B) Section 1816(c)(3)A) (42 U.S.C.
1395h(c)(3XA)) is amended by inserting ‘‘that
provides for making payments under this
part’’ after ‘‘this section''.

(C) Section 1816(k) (42 U.S.C. 1395h(k)) is
amended by inserting ‘‘(as appropriate)”
after “‘submit".

(D) Section 1842(a) (42 U.S.C. 139%5u(a)) is
amended in the matter preceding paragraph
(1) by striking ‘‘some or all of the following
functions'' and inserting “‘any or all of the
following functions, or parts of those func-
tions".

(E) The first sentence of section
1842(b)(2)(C) (42 U.S.C. 1395u(b)(2)(C)) is
amended by inserting ‘‘(as appropriate)"”
after “carriers”.




September 18, 1995

(F') Section 1842(b)(3) (42 U.S.C. 1395u(b)3))
is amended in the matter preceding subpara-
graph (A) by inserting ‘(as appropriate)’
after “‘contract™.

(G) Section 1842(b)THA) (42 TU.S.C.
1395u(b)TXA)) is amended in the matter pre-
ceding clause (i) by striking ‘‘the carrier”
and inserting '‘a carrier”.

(H) Section 1842(b)(11)}A) (42 U.S.C.
1395u(b)(11)(A)) is amended in the matter pre-
ceding clause (i) by inserting '‘(as appro-
priate)” after ‘‘each carrier’.

(I) Section 1842(h)(2) (42 U.S.C. 1395u(h}(2))
is amended in the first sentence by inserting
‘“(as appropriate)” after ‘‘shall".

(J) Section 1842(h)}(5XA) (42 U.8.C.
1395u(h)(5XA)) is amended by inserting ‘“(as
appropriate)’ after “‘carriers’.

(7XA) Section 1816(cX2)(C) (42 U.S.C.
1395h(c)(2XC)) is amended by striking ‘‘hos-
pital, rural primary care hospital, skilled
nursing facility, home health agency, hos-
pice program, comprehensive outpatient re-
habilitation facility, or rehabilitation agen-
cy" and inserting ‘“‘provider of services’'.

(B) Section 1B16(j) (42 U.S.C. 1395h(j)) is
amended in the matter preceding paragraph
(1) by striking ‘‘for home health services, ex-
tended care services, or post-hospital ex-
tended care services’.

(8) Section 1842(a)(3) (42 U.S.C. 1395u(a)3))
is amended by inserting “(to and from indi-
viduals enrolled under this part and to and
from physicians and other entities that fur-
nish items and services)' after “‘communica-
tion™.

(¢) ELIMINATION OF SPECIAL PROVISIONS FOR
TERMINATIONS OF CONTRACTS.—

(1) Section 1816(b) (42 U.S.C. 1395h(b)) is
amended in the matter preceding paragraph
(1) is amended by striking ‘‘or renew"”.

(2) The last sentence of section 1816(c)(1)
(42 U.S.C. 1395h(c)(1)) is amended by striking
“‘or renewing"’.

(3) Section 1816(f)(1) (42 U.S.C. 1395h(f)(1)) is
amended—

(A) by striking **,
and

(B) by striking **, whether the Secretary
should assign or reassign a provider of serv-
ices to an agency or organization,'.

(4) Section 1816(g) (42 U.S.C. 1395h(g)) is re-
pealed.

(5) The last sentence of section 1842(b)(2)(A)
(42 U.8.C. 1395u(b)(2)(A)) is amended by strik-
ing “‘or renewing”’.

(6) Section 1842(b) (42 U.S.C. 1395u(b)) is
amended by striking paragraph (5).

(d) REPEAL OF FISCAL INTERMEDIARY RE-
QUIREMENTS THAT ARE NoT CoST-EFFEC-
TIVE.—Section 1816(f)(2) (42 U.8.C. 1395h(1)(2))
is amended to read as follows:

*(2) The contract performance require-
ments developed under paragraph (1) shall
include, with respect to claims for services
furnished under this part by any provider of
services other than a hospital, whether such
agency or organization is able to process 75
percent of reconsiderations. within 60 days
and 90 percent of reconsiderations within 80
days.".

(e) REPEAL OF COST REIMBURSEMENT RE-
QUIREMENTS.—

(1) The first sentence of section 1816(c)(1)
(42 U.S.C. 1395h(c)(1)) is amended—

(A) by striking the comma after “‘appro-
priate’ and inserting “‘and", and

(B) by striking ‘‘subsection (a)"' and all
that follows through the period and inserting
‘“‘subsection (a).”.

(2) Section 1816(c)(1) (42 U.S.C. 1395h(c)(1))
is further amended by striking the second
and third sentences.

(3) The first sentence of section 1842(c)(1)
(42 U.8.C. 1395u(c)(1)) is amended—

renew, or terminate’,
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(A) by striking ‘‘shall provide' the first
place it appears and inserting “‘may pro-
vide", and

(B) by striking “‘this part’’ and all that fol-
lows through the period and inserting ‘‘this
part.”

(4) Section 1842(cX1) (42 U.S.C. 1395u(c)(1))
is further amended by striking the second
and third sentences.

(5) Section 2326(a) of the Deficit Reduction
Act of 1984 is repealed.

(f) COMPETITION REQUIRED FOR NEW CON-
TRACTS AND IN CASES OF POOR PERFORM-
ANCE.—

(1) Section 1816(c) (42 U.8.C. 1395h(c)) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

‘“(40(A) A contract with a fiscal
intermediary under this section may be re-
newed from term to term without regard to
any provision of law requiring competition if
the fiscal intermediary has met or exceeded
the performance requirements established in
the current contract. y

‘(B) Functions may be transferred among
fiscal intermediaries without regard to any
provision of law requiring competition.".

(2) Section 1842(b)1) (42 U.8.C. 1395u(b)(1))
is amended to read as follows:

“(b)(1)(A) A contract with a carrier under
subsection (a) may be renewed from term to
term without regard to any provision of law
requiring competition if the carrier has met
or exceeded the performance requirements
established in the current contract.

‘*YB) Functions may be transferred among
carriers without regard to any provision of
law requiring competition.”.

(g) WAIVER OF COMPETITIVE REQUIREMENTS
FOR INITIAL CONTRACTS.—

(1) Contracts that have periods that begin
during the l-year period that begins on the
first day of the fourth calendar month that
begins after the date of enactment of this
Act may be entered into under section
1816(a) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.
1395h(a)) without regard to any provision of
law requiring competition.

(2) The amendments made by subsection (f)
apply to contracts that have periods begin-
ning after the end of the 1-year period speci-
fied in paragraph (1).

(h) EFFECTIVE DATES.—

(1) The amendments made by subsection
(¢) apply to contracts that have periods end-
ing on, or after, the end of the third calendar
month that begins after the date of enact-
ment of this Act.

(2) The amendments made by subsections
(a), (b), (d), and (e) apply to contracts that
have periods beginning after the third cal-
endar month that begins after the date of en-
actment of this Act.e

By Mr. WELLSTONE:

S. 1257. A bill to amend the Stewart
B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act
to reauthorize programs relating to
homeless assistance for veterans; to
the Committee on Labor and Human
Resources.

THE STEWART B. MCKINNEY HOMELESS

ASSISTANCE ACT AMENDMENT ACT OF 1985
e Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, to
save a highly cost effective and vital
program that assists homeless veterans
to find employment, I am today intro-
ducing a bill that would reauthorize
the Homeless Veterans Employment
Program [HVEP}—formerly called the
Homeless Veterans Reintegration
Project—for 3 years.
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As some of you may recall, during
the debate on H.R. 1944, the rescissions
bill, I expressed my dismay and strong
opposition to the zeroing out of this
low-cost national program—funded at
just over $6 million annually—that is
so important to homeless veterans. In
view of the fact that up to one-third of
America’s homeless are veterans—an
estimated 271,000 can be found on the
streets any given night—and Min-
nesota veterans have often told me
about the effectiveness of HVEP, I was
appalled when I learned that the pro-
gram had fallen victim to a late-night
leadership agreement with the admin-
istration on the rescissions package.

Since it is such a small program,
many of your may be unaware of
HVEP’s background and its impressive
accomplishments. HVEP, which is ad-
ministered by the Labor Department’s
Veterans Employment and Training
Service, is a job-placement program
begun in fiscal year 1989. HVEP pro-
vides grants to community based
groups that employ flexible and inno-
vative approaches to assist homeless,
unemployed veterans to reenter the
work force. Let me repeat—grants to
community-based groups, not funding
to some large impersonal Federal bu-
reaucracy that some of my colleagues
regularly deride.

Permit me to briefly point out some
of HVEP's strengths and accomplish-
ments: It is one of the most successful
job placement programs in the Federal
Government. Since its inception it has
placed 11,000 veterans into jobs at ap-
proximately $1,000 per placement.
HVEP grantees build complimentary
relationships with VA, Job Training
Partnership Act, and other programs—
they do not duplicate any other serv-
ices. HVEP is critical to the implemen-
tation and success of the innovative
standdown projects that are held
across the country.

I have had the good fortune of at-
tending several Minnesota standdowns,
including one recently, and I have been
consistently impressed with the effec-
tiveness of this volunteer program of
veterans helping homeless veterans.
I've been deeply moved by the sight of
veterans doing all they can to help
their less fortunate buddies—veterans
exerting themselves to care for home-
less veterans whom the rest of society
tends to ignore and, sometimes even
scorn. Standdowns are a unigue point
of light that need to be nourished, not
strangled. And the same is true for the
HVEP itself.

In conclusion, I want to stress that
the $5 million saved annually by termi-
nating HVEP will quickly be offset by
the enormous costs of providing public
assistance to the veterans who will re-
main homeless due to the lack of a
paying job. Reauthorization of HVEP
will permit us to meet our obligation
to men and women who fought bravely
and unguestioningly for our country,
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but who are desperately seeking work
to escape the misery and indignities of
homelessness.

Mr. President, I ask that the text of
the bill be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 1257

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. JOB PLACEMENT FOR HOMELESS
VETERANS.

(a) HOMELESS VETERAN EMPLOYMENT PRO-
GRAM.—Section 738(e)1) of the Stewart B.
McKinney Homeless Assistance Act - (42
U.S8.C. 11448(eX(1)) is amended by striking out
subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C) and inserting
in lieu thereof the following new subpara-

graphs:

“(A) $10,000,000 for fiscal year 1996.

*(B) $10,000,000 for fiscal year 1997.

**(C) $10,000,000 for fiscal year 1998.

(b) GENERAL AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS.—Section T39(a) of such Act (42 U.S.C.
11449(a)) is amended by striking out ‘‘fiscal
years 1994 and 1995 and inserting in lieu
thereof *‘fiscal years 1996, 1997, and 1998"".

(c) EXTENSION OF PROGRAM.—Section 741 of
such Act (42 U.S.C. 11450) is amended by
striking out ‘‘October 1, 19956 and inserting
in lieu thereof *‘October 1, 1998".

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall take effect on Oc-
tober 1, 1995.@

By Mr. KYL:

S. 1258. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow a one-
time election of the interest rate to be
used to determine present value for
purposes of pension cash-out restric-
tions, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Finance.

URUGUAY ROUND AGREEMENTS ACT
MODIFICATION LEGISLATION
e Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I introduce
legislation to make two modifications
to the pension-related provisions of the
1994 Uruguay Round Agreements Act.

Mr. President, one of the greatest
challenges facing Americans today is
to save and invest for retirement. It is
a challenge that is made difficult by all
of the important matters that compete
for a share of the American family's
limited income day in and day out.
Parents routinely ask themselves, for
example, if they can afford to make a
contribution to an individual retire-
ment account when they still need to
save for their child’s college education.

Sometimes, the choices people face
are even more stark: Whether to set
aside money for retirement, repair the
family car so a mother or father can
get to work, or just put food on the
table or clothes on the kids’ backs.

Employers, too, must make similar
choices. To attract and retain qualified
employees, they want to be able to
offer good pension benefits. But, they
have to decide whether they can put
more money into a pension plan for
their employees when the business
needs new equipment just to stay com-
petitive.
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It’s easy to relegate retirement to
second place behind any of these other
pressing needs—especially when retire-
ment is 5, 10, 20, or 30 years away. But,
adequate planning for retirement is no
less important or urgent. When the
time comes, we will all need to draw
upon the resources we have been able
to set aside during our working years.

Because there are so many competing
demands placed on people's incomes—
because it is so difficult to save for re-
tirement even under the best of cir-
cumstances—the Federal Government
should be sure to do what it can to en-
courage people to save and invest for
their retirement years.

One thing Congress could do in that
regard is provide new incentives to
save. The new chairman of the Finance
Committee, Senator BILL ROTH, has a
plan to enhance and overhaul the Indi-
vidual Retirement Account [IRA]. I am
pleased to have cosponsored that pro-
posal, S. 12, with him.

Another thing we could do is simplify
current law to make it easier for peo-
ple and their employers to participate
in retirement plans. Senator PRYOR has
an excellent proposal, S. 1006, the Pen-
sion Simplification Act, that I hope the
Finance Committee will also consider
when it acts on reconciliation in the

" near future.

The bill that I am introducing today
takes two additional steps in the direc-
tion of pension simplification, correct-
ing two problems that were created by
the Uruguay Round Agreements Act,
last year's GATT bill.

The first change in my bill relates to
the interest rate used to calculate
lump sum distributions from defined
benefit pension plans. The GATT bill
required use of the interest rate on 30-
year Treasury securities, a rate that is
proving too volatile for many retire-
ment plans, particularly small plans.
As Bruce Tempkin, an actuary and
small business pension specialist at
Louis Kravitz & Associates, put it re-
cently, ‘it is similar to taking out a
varible-rate mortgage with no cap.”
You could find yourself getting ready
to retire and expecting a lump sum dis-
tribution of a given amount, but being
told that you will actually get a third
less because the interest rate just
changed.

My bill would give plans a one-time
option to choose a fixed interest rate
between 5 and 8 percent instead of the
floating 30-year Treasury rate. That
will make it easier for employers to
plan for the required contributions,
and for employers and employees alike
to understand what their lump sum
benefits will ultimately be. )

The second change included in my
bill would correct an anomaly that was
created under section 415(b)(2)(E) of the
code. As a result of the change made in
last year's GATT bill, lump-sum dis-
tributions are calculated differently
from—and thereby bear no relationship
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to—the actuarial equivalent of a
monthly life annuity for early retirees.
It is a result that, from all indications
was unintended. My bill includes a
technical correction to ensure that the
two options—the monthly life annuity
and the lump sum distribution—are in-
deed actuarially equivalent for early
retirees.

Mr. President, I invite my colleagues
to join me as a cosponsor of this impor-
tant initiative. I also ask unanimous
consent that the text of the bill be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 1258

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. INTEREST RATE FOR DETERMINA-
TION OF PRESENT VALUE FOR PUR-
POSES OF PENSION CASH-OUT RE-
STRICTIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subclause (II) of section
417(e)(3)(A)ii) of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986 (relating to determination of present
value) is amended by inserting *‘, or, at the
irrevocable election of the plan, an annual
interest rate specified in the plan, which
may not be less than 5 percent nor more than
8 percent’ after “‘prescribe’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Subclause
(IT) of section 206(gX3)(A)(ii) of the Employee
Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 (29
U.8.C. 1055(g)(3 AXii)) is amended by insert-
ing **, or, at the irrevocable election of the
plan, an annual interest rate specified in the
plan, which may not be less than 5 percent
nor more than 8 percent’ after ‘‘prescribe’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall take effect as if
included in the enactment of the amend-
ments made by section 767 of the Uruguay
Round Agreements Act.

SEC. 2. MODIFICATION OF CERTAIN ASSUMP-
TIONS FOR ADJUSTING BENEFITS OF
DEFINED BENEFIT PLANS FOR
EARLY RETIREES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (E) of sec-
tion 415(b)2) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1968 (relating to limitation on certain as-
sumptions) is amended—

(1) by striking “Except as provided in
clause (ii), for purposes of adjusting any ben-
efit or limitation under subparagraph (B) or
(C),” in clause (i) and inserting “For pur-
poses of adjusting any limitation under sub-
paragraph (C) and, except as provided in
clause (ii), for purposes of adjusting any ben-
efit under subparagraph (B),”, and

(2) by striking “For purposes of adjusting
the benefit or limitation of any form of bene-
fit subject to section 417(e)3),” in clause (ii)
and inserting “For purposes of adjusting any
benefit under subparagraph (B) for any form
of benefit subject to section 417(e)(3),”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall take effect as if
included in the enactment of the amend-
ments made by section 767 of the Uruguay
Round Agreements Act.e

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

T

At the request of Mr. REID, the name
of the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
McCaAIN] was added as a cosponsor of S.
44, a bill to amend title 4 of the United
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States Code to limit State taxation of
certain pension income.

8. 12

At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the
name of the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. FORD] was added as a cosponsor of
S. 112, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 with respect to
the treatment of certain amounts re-
ceived by a cooperative telephone com-
pany.

8. 309

At the request of Mr. BENNETT, the
names of the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. PRYOR], the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. PELL]), the Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. LAUTENBERG], the Sen-
ator from Connecticut [Mr.
LIEBERMAN], the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. DORGAN], and the Senator
from South Dakota [Mr. DASCHLE] were
added as cosponsors of S. 309, a bill to
reform the concession policies of the
National Park Service, and for other
purposes.

8. 490

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
name of the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. NICKLES] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 490, a bill to amend the Clean Air
Act to exempt agriculture-related fa-
cilities from certain permitting re-
quirements, and for other purposes.

S. B84

At the request of Mr. HATFIELD, the
name of the Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. DoDD] was added as a cosponsor of
S. 684, a bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide for pro-
grams of research regarding Parkin-
son’s disease, and for other purposes.

8, B

At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the
name of the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
SIMON] was added as a cosponsor of S.
881, a bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986 to clarify provisions
relating to church pension benefit
plans, to modify certain provisions re-
lating to participants in such plans, to
reduce the complexity of and to bring
workable consistency to the applicable
rules, to promote retirement savings
and benefits, and for other purposes.

8. 1178

At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the
names of the Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. LoTT] and the Senator from Utah
[Mr. HATCH] were added as cosponsors
of 8. 1178, a bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to provide for
coverage of colorectal screening under
part B of the Medicare Program.

SENATE RESOLUTION 146

At the request of Mr. JOHNSTON, the
name of the Senator from Virginia [Mr.
RoBB] was added as a cosponsor of Sen-
ate Resolution 146, a resolution des-
ignating the week beginning November
19, 1995, and the week beginning on No-
vember 24, 1996, as ‘‘National Family
Week," and for other purposes.
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AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED

THE AGRICULTURE APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR
1996

REID (AND BROWN) AMENDMENT
NO. 2685

Mr. REID (for himself and Mr.
BROWN) proposed an amendment to the
bill (H.R. 1976) making appropriations
for Agriculture, rural development,
Food and Drug Administration, and re-
lated agencies programs for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1996, and for
other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the follow-
ing:
SEC. .BOARD OF TEA EXPERTS

None of the funds appropriated under this
Act may be used for the salaries or expenses
of the Board of Tea experts established under
section 2 of the Act. entitled ‘‘An Act to pre-
vent the importation of impure and unwhole-
some tea', approved March 2, 1897 (21 U.S.C.
42).

KERREY (AND KOHL) AMENDMENT
NO. 2686

Mr. DASCHLE (for Mr. KERREY, for
himself and Mr. KOHL) proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 1976, supra;
as follows:

On page B3, strike line 4 through line 15;

On page 43, line 17; strike $528,839,000 and
insert in its place $563,839,000;

On page 52, line 18; strike $17,895,000 and in-
sert in its place $22,395,000;

On page 52, line 24; strike $30,000,000 and in-
sert in its place $37,544,000;

On page 55, line 1; strike $1,500,000 and in-
sert in its place $3,000,000.

BROWN (AND ABRAHAM)
AMENDMENT NO. 2687

Mr. BROWN (for himself and Mr.
ABRAHAM) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 1976, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the amend-
ment, insert the following:

(a) None of the funds appropriated or made
available to the Federal Drug Administra-
tion by this Act shall e used to operate the
Board of Tea Experts and related activities.

(b) The Tea Importation Act (21 U.S.C. 41
et seq.) is repealed.

BROWN AMENDMENTS NOS. 2688
2690

Mr. BROWN proposed three amend-
ments to the bill H.R. 1976, supra; as
follows:

AMENDMENT No. 2688

At the appropriate place, insert the follow-
ing:

SEC. .PEANUT PROGRAM.

{a) IN GENERAL.—None of the funds made
available under this Act may be used to
carry out a price support or production ad-
justment program for peanuts.

(b) AssESSMENT.—The Secretary of Agri-
culture may charge producers a marketing
assessment to carry out the program under
the same terms and conditions as are pre-
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seribed under section 108B(g) of the Agri-
culture Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1445¢c-3(g)).

AMENDMENT NoO. 2689

At the appropriate place in the amend-
ment, insert the following:

SEC. . PRICE SUPPORT AND GRADING AND IN-
SPECTION OF TOBACCO.

(a) IN GENERAL.—None of the funds made
available under this Act may be used to pay
the salaries or expenses of the employees of
the Department of Agriculture to grade or
inspect tobacco or to administer price sup-
port functions for tobacco.

(b) AsSSESSMENT.—The Secretary of Agri-
culture may charge producers a marketing
assessment to grade or inspect tobacco and
to administer the price support functions
under the same terms and conditions as are
prescribed in the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7
U.8.C. 1445-1 and 1445-2).

AMENDMENT No. 2690

Insert at page 84, between line 2 and line 3:

SEC. 730. None of the funds available in this
Act shall be used for any action, including
the development or assertion of any position
or recommendation by or on behalf of the
Forest Service, that directly or indirectly
results in the loss of or restriction on the di-
version and use of water from existing water
supply facilities located on National Forest
lands by the owners of such facilities, or re-
sult in a material increase in the cost of
such yield to the owners of the water supply;
Provided: nothing in this section shall pre-
clude a mutual agreement between any agen-
cy of the Department of Agriculture and a
state or local governmental entity or private
entity or individual.

BRYAN (AND BUMPERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 2691

Mr. BRYAN (for himself and Mr.
BUMPERS) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 1976, supra,; as follows:

On page 65, line 18, before the period at the
end, insert the following: *‘: Provided further,
That none of the funds made available under
this Act may be used to carry out the mar-
ket promotion program established under
section 203 of the Agricultural Trade Act of
1978 (7 U.8.C. 5623)".

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO
MEET

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the committee
on Armed Services be authorized to
meet on Monday, September 18, 1995, at
3 p.m. in executive session, to consider
and act on the committee's rec-
ommendation for the reconciliation
bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

THE 75TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE
TOWN OF INDIAN HEAD, MD

® Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I
would like to call to the attention of
our colleagues celebrations that are
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underway to celebrate the T75th anni-
versary of the establishment of the
town of Indian Head, MD. The mayor of
Indian Head, Warren Bowie, along with
the entire community, has planned sev-
eral significant events to commemo-
rate this propitious milestone.

One of two incorporated townships in
Charles County, Indian Head’s history
goes back much further than its date of
incorporation in 1920. The territory
now known as Indian Head was given to
Lord Baltimore, and then to Gen.
Charles Cornwallis, as part of a land
grant made by the English King in 1736.
Records later reveal that Cornwallis ti-
tled the land to George Washington in
1761.

Older charts and maps dating from
1776 through 1866 indicate that Indian
Head has had several names including
Indian Point, Indian Headlands, and In-
dian Head Point. All of these names re-
flect the more popular tale of how the
name Indian Head was bestowed upon
the town. As the story is told, there
was an Algonquin chief who had prom-
ised his daughter in marriage to the
son of the chief of the neighboring
Piscataway Tribe. Before the two chil-
dren were united, the young woman
met an Indian hunter who was travel-
ing up the Potomac River from the Vir-
ginia Colony. The two immediately fell
in love. The Algonguin chief, enraged
at the disruption of the wedding plans,
ordered the hunter to leave and never
to return to the region again. The hun-
ter vowed that he would come back for
his love. His plans to return were dis-
covered and foiled. The night he re-
turned, he was ambushed by Algonquin
warriors and beheaded. His head was
placed on a spear and set in the sand as
a warning to other trespassers. The
very next day, the first white settlers
came and discovered this monument.
Hence the name Indian Head.

Indian Head was slow to populate it-
self, largely due to the fact that the
area was mainly marshland. But in 1890
the U.S. Navy decided to move its prov-
ing ground to Indian Head, primarily
because of its location between the
naval shipyards in Norfolk and the
Washington Navy Yard on the Ana-
costia. As the installation at Indian
Head grew, so did the town, When it be-
came inevitable that the United States
would become deeply engaged in World
War I, Indian Head was given a large
appropriation to expand its facilities to
produce smokeless powder. The naval
powder factory, which is now the naval
ordnance station, provided the stimu-
lus for the expansion of Indian Head.

Indian Head is a model of community
spirit and cooperation. The activities
that have been sponsored to commemo-
rate this auspicious occasion exemplify
the deep devotion of Indian Head’s resi-
dents to the community. The spirit and
enthusiasm of Indian Head’s citizens
have been the foundation of its success.
These celebrations provide the oppor-
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tunity to renew the dedication that has
supported Indian Head throughout its
history and helped it to develop into
one of Maryland's most attractive com-
munities.

We in Maryland are fortunate to have
an area as community-oriented as In-
dian Head. I join the citizens of Charles
County in sharing their pride in Indian
Head's past and optimism for contin-
uved success in the years to come.®

SUMMER INTERNS

e Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise
today to offer recognition to my sum-
mer interns, who have dedicated their
time and effort this summer, serving
the people of Michigan on my behalf. In
an era when cynicism about our Gov-
ernment and the political process runs
rampant, they have maintained an op-
timistic view of our Government, and
have made considerable sacrifices so
that they could play a more active role
in the American political system. They
were of great help to us this summer
and I am grateful for their service. In
appreciation of their hard work and
dedication, I submit a list of their
names, and ask that it be printed in
the RECORD.

The list follows:

Lisa Maria Carroll, Nathan E. Clukey,
Christopher DeMuth, Hope Durant, Michael
J. Earle, Robert Glazier, John Iakovides,
Thomas Marshall, Danny Mayer, Denise
Mills, Michael Mikelic, Ryan O'Donovan,
Stephen V. Potenza, Barry Regan, John

‘Sanke, Sergio Santiviago, Nedda Shayota,

Joseph A. Snearline, Matthew J. Suhr,
Courtenay Youngblood, Paul Yu.

Mr. President, these fine young men
and women performed valuable service
assisting with legislative research,
front office support, and playing for my
expansion softball team. Like all ex-
pansion teams, this year was a rebuild-
ing year. Our team’'s record may not
have been the greatest, Mr. President,
but without the interms, I would have
had no softball team,

On a more serious note, Mr. Presi-
dent, it is my belief that a congres-
sional internship is the best and most
effective way to learn firsthand about
the governmental process. Our interns
are given the chance to observe and
participate in all kinds of activities es-
sential to the workings of the Senate.
From committee markups to floor
speeches and votes, to the daily work-
ings of the office, they have been given
a diverse and extensive lesson in the
governmental process. It is a lesson
that, regardless of their future ambi-
tions, will remain with them through-
out the course of their lives.®

THE EIGHTH ANNUAL FESTIVAL
OF THE ARTS AND HERITAGE OF
AFRICAN-AMERICANS

e Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, our
country is a remarkable mosaic—a
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mixture of races, languages,
ethnicities, and religions—that grows
increasingly diverse with each passing
vear. Nowhere is this incredible diver-
sity more evident than in the State of
New Jersey. In New Jersey, school-
children come from families that speak
120 different languages at home. These
different languages are used in over 1.4
million homes in my State. I have al-
ways believed that one of the United
States greatest strengths is the diver-
sity of the people that make up its citi-
zenry and I am proud to call the atten-
tion of my colleagues to an event in
New Jersey that celebrates the impor-
tance of the diversity that is a part of
America's collective heritage.

On June 4, 1995, the Garden State
Arts Center in Holmdel, NJ, began its
1995 Spring Heritage Festival Series.
The heritage festival program salutes
some of the different ethnic commu-
nities that contribute so greatly to
New Jersey’s diverse makeup. High-
lighting old country customs and cul-
ture, the festival programs are an op-
portunity to express pride in the ethnic
backgrounds that are a part of our col-
lective heritage. Additionally, the
Spring Heritage Festivals will contrib-
ute proceeds from their programs to
the Garden State Arts Center’'s Cul-
tural Center Fund which presents thea-
ter productions free-of-charge to New
Jersey’s school children, seniors, and
other deserving residents. The heritage
festival thus not only pays tribute to
the cultural influences from our past,
it also makes a significant contribu-
tion to our present day cultural activi-
ties.

On Saturday, September 16, 1995, the
Heritage Festival Series celebrated the
Eighth Annual Festival of the Arts and
Heritage of African-Americans. The
first African-American Heritage Fes-
tival, founded by Clinton Crocker of
Tinton Falls, NJ, was held in Septem-
ber, 1988. The festival took its place in
the series in September, 1988. The fes-
tival took its place in the series of her-
itage festivals at the Garden State
Arts Center under the leadership of Ju-
lian Robinson, then commissioner of
the New Jersey Highway Authority and
was so ably organized this year by
Carol Washington.

Clinton Crocker's early vision of a
major festival which would reflect
pride in the African-American presence
in New Jersey, has laid the foundation
for an outstanding event that cele-
brates the beauty and diversity of Afri-
can-American culture. The festival pre-
sented a wide variety of performing
arts including: soloists, African dance
troupes, gospel singers, and African
story-tellers sharing traditional tales.
The festival also showcased ethnic
foods from the African continent as
well as African-American favorites and
was undobtedly one of the highlights of
the day.
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The African-American Heritage Fes-
tival has proven itself to be an out-
standing event over the years. The fes-
tival continues to grow in popularity
each year, more than doubling its an-
nual attendance from its first year.
With increased popularity has come in-
creased profits which has led to the de-
velopment of a Relief Fund for Uwanda
and other needy African nations. Prof-
its also go to fund recreational activi-
ties for needy seniors, the disadvan-
taged, and for scholarship funds for col-
lege students. -

Congratulations once again on the
eighth anniversary of the Festival of
the Arts and Heritage of African-Amer-
icans. Best wishes for continued suc-
cess and to all who attended the fes-
tival to celebrate a day of pride in
their ethnicity.e

TRIBUTE TO AL MEIER

e Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, it is an
honor for me to rise today to honor a
distinguished citizen from my State—
Iowa Commissioner of Labor Al Meier.
When Al retired on July 28, he stepped
down as the longest serving labor com-
missioner in the United States.

Over the years, Al Meier has been an
ally on the side of working Iowans. Be-
fore Al was named labor commissioner
in 1977, he served on the OSHA Review
Commission, and prior to that he rep-
resented the AFL-CIO. He has also
chaired the organizational committee
of the Governor's Safety and Health
Conference.

As labor commissioner, Al was re-
sponsible for helping Iowans stay safe
on the job and off. Accountable for all
division of labor programs, Al's duties
included safety inspections, such as el-
evator and amusement ride inspec-
tions; wage payment collection, child
labor, minimum wage, asbestos re-
moval, and contractor registration,

I can tell you that no one worked
harder on keeping Iowans safe in the
workplace than Al Meier. But his work
wasn't just about safety, as vital as
that is. It was also about security—
economic security—helping Iowans live
better lives, and building a better fu-
ture for our State. He was, and still is,
at his best when it comes to helping
others fight for a better life.

Al has been a fighter all his life. A
former Golden Gloves contender, he
never relinquished the fighting spirit it
took for him to compete in the boxing
ring. Whether it was through his work
in political organizing, negotiating on
the Hill, or representing the union, Al
has been a fighter and a builder. He
built coalitions. He built opportunities.
He built a stronger Iowa.

And throughout it all, Al has never
compromised in his commitment to
helping people. I know of no greater
tribute, and no better legacy, than
that. :

Mr. President, I am proud to salute
the leadership and selfless service that
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Al Meier has demonstrated throughout
his life. I am especially honored to
count Al as one of my dearest friends—
a friend that I have known for many
years. Once again I congratulate Al on
his many years of service to Iowans,
and I ask my colleagues to join with
me in wishing him a long and happy re-
tirement.e

TRIBUTE TO HADLEY ROFF

¢ Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
rise today to pay tribute to a long-time
friend and associate, Hadley Roff.
Since I first met Hadley when we were
both students at Stanford University,
he has been a close and dear friend.
Over the years, as we worked together
when I was mayor of San Francisco,
during a campaign for Governor, and as
a U.S. Senator, our friendship and re-
spect for one another continued to

grow.

Hadley Roff's career, both in Wash-
ington, DC, and in San Francisco,
shows exactly what can be accom-
plished when someone devotes his life
to public service.

Hadley began his distinguished ca-
reer as a reporter for a San Francisco
newspaper, the News, in 1956 and con-
tinued as the News was merged with
the Call Bulletin and, finally, with the
San Francisco Examiner. Hadley, from
his days at Stanford University, want-
ed to work on a San Francisco news-
paper. He did and he closed two of
them.

Hadley soon switched his sights to
the world of public service.

In Washington, DC, he industriously
served as chief of staff to U.S. Senator
John V. Tunney, press secretary for
Senator EDWARD M. KENNEDY and na-
tional media director for the Presi-
dential campaign of Senator Edmund
Muskie. But, Hadley gladly returned to
San Francisco when the, chance arose
to serve the city of San Francisco.

Hadley adeptly served the citizens of
San Francisco under four mayors. Be-
ginning as press secretary for Joseph
L. Alioto, Hadley continued to serve
during the tenures of Art Agnos, my
administration, and Frank Jordan.

Hadley served as my deputy mayor
for more than 8 years when I became
mayor of San Francisco in 1978. He con-
stantly showed a particular devotion to
public safety that has continued to
today. As deputy mayor, Hadley was
always made aware when a fire reached
three alarms and, regardless of what he
may have been doing, Hadley was off to
the scene.

More recently, when Hadley served as
my State director in my Senate office
for 2 years, Hadley was instrumental in
assisting former San Francisco Fire
Department Assistant Chief, Frank
Blackburn, in establishing a temporary
emergency water system that helped
save the lives of 140,000 Rwandan refu-
gees in 1994.
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Hadley describes himself as a
“human switchboard,” understanding
the need to get the right people to a
problem, but he is much more than
that. He is a very gracious person who
always shows great concern for people.
He was never too busy to take a call or
listen to someone’s thoughts. During
demonstrations, he effectively main-
tained a constructive dialog and, more
often than not, made it so everyone
left smiling. He was the heart and soul
of the office and his dedication could
not help but motivate others.

For a long, long time Hadley has
been a big part of my life.

Recently, Hadley left my office to be-
come a director for the San Francisco
Urban Institute at San Francisco State
University. And, today, many San
Franciscans are joining together to pay
tribute to him and to celebrate his af-
filiation with the Urban Institute. I am
sorry I cannot be home right now, join-
ing in the celebration, but it is with
fond memories and enthusiastic praise,
that I wish Hadley, his wife Susie, and
everyone at the Urban Institute all the
best.

Hadley, we miss you, but do not
think for a second that we will not call
you into duty when projects that need
that special Hadley touch arise.

Congratulations, Hadley, on the trib-
ute and the wonderful opportunity of
working at the Urban Institute.e

PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY
CONTRACTS

® Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, last
Wednesday, the Senate adopted my
amendment to condition receipt of wel-
fare benefits on signing and adhering
to a personal responsibility contract. I
was pleased that this important provi-
sion was added to the Work Oppor-
tunity Act. I believe it is critical to
successful welfare reform emphasizing
personal responsibility and common
sense.

The underlying bill required States
and welfare recipients to negotiate per-
sonal responsibility contracts. How-
ever, there were no details about what
that meant. Without definition, the
personal responsibility contract could
be meaningless and ineffective. Such a
result would have been unfortunate be-
cause an effective contract has the po-
tential to sigmificantly change welfare
as we know it.

The centerpiece of the Iowa Family
Investment Program is the require-
ment that individuals on welfare must
sign an individualized, binding con-
tract with the State outlining what
they will do to get off of welfare. The
contract would also say what services
the State would provide to move the
family off of welfare. Failure to sign a
contract or abide by the terms of the
contract would result in termination of
welfare benefits.
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Mr. President, Iowa instituted a
number of reforms in our welfare pro-
grams. After only 22 months of imple-
mentation, the Iowa welfare reform
program is showing promising results.
More families are working and earning
income, there are fewer families on
welfare and AFDC costs are declining.

My amendment borrowed from the
Iowa program and used the Iowa con-
tract as a model for the Nation. A con-
tract significantly strengthens ac-
countability in the welfare system.

I was pleased that the amendment
was adopted and thank the two leaders
for their assistance in getting my
amendment approved.e

——

EXECUTIVE SESSION

NOMINATION OF PAUL M. HOMAN
TO BE SPECIAL TRUSTEE FOR
AMERICAN INDIANS

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, now
that we are off the bill, in executive
session, I ask unanimous consent that
the Indian Affairs Committee be imme-
diately discharged from the nomina-
tion of Paul M. Homan, to be special
trustee for American Indians; that the
Senate proceed immediately to the
consideration of the nomination; that
the nomination be confirmed; that any
statements thereon appear at the ap-
propriate place in the RECORD; that,
upon confirmation, the motion to re-
consider be laid upon the table; that
the President be immediately notified
of the Senate's action, and that the
Senate return to legislative session.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

So the nomination was considered
and confirmed; as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR

Paul M. Homan, of the District of Co-
lumbia, to be special trustee, Office of
Special Trustee for American Indians.

R —

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will now return to legislative ses-
sion.

MEASURE READ THE FIRST
TIME—S. 1254

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I un-
derstand that S. 1254, introduced ear-
lier today by Senator ABRAHAM, is at
the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. COCHRAN. I ask for its first
reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will read the bill for the first
time.
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The bill (S. 12564) was read the first
time.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I now
ask for its second reading.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ob-
ject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The bill will be read for the second
time on the next legislative day.

ORDERS FOR TUESDAY,
SEPTEMBER 19, 1995

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it
stand in recess until the hour of 9 a.m.,
on Tuesday, September 19, 1995; that
following the prayer, the Journal of
the proceedings be deemed approved to
date, the time for the two leaders be
reserved for their use later in the day,
and there then be a period for morning
business until the hour of 9:30 a.m.,
with Senators permitted to speak for 5
minutes each.

I further ask unanimous consent that
at 9:30 a.m. the Senate then imme-
diately resume consideration of H.R.
1976, the agriculture appropriations
bill, and under a previous order, there
be 15 minutes, equally divided, on the
Bryan amendment, to be followed by a
rollcall vote on or in relation to the
Bryan amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I now
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate stand in recess between the hours
of 12:30 and 2:15 on Tuesday for the
weekly policy conferences to meet.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

PROGRAM

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, for the
information of all Senators, the Senate
will resume consideration of the agri-
culture appropriations bill tomorrow
morning. Under the previous order,
there will be a rollcall vote at 9:45 a.m.
tomorrow.

In addition, at 10:30 a.m., the Senate
will begin 2 hours of debate on the
committee amendment regarding poul-
try.

Also, under a previous consent, at
2:15 p.m., the Senate will begin 30 min-
utes of debate on the welfare bill. And
at 2:46 p.m., three rollcall votes will
occur in relation to the welfare bill.

In addition, following the passage of
the welfare bill, which is the third
stacked rollcall vote, the Senate will
begin 4 minutes of debate on the poul-
try committee amendment, followed
immediately by a vote on or in relation
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to the committee amendment. There-
fore, four votes will occur beginning at
2:45 p.m. on Tuesday.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREE-
MENT—AMENDMENT NO. 2688

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I fur-
ther ask unanimous consent that im-
mediately following the vote regarding
poultry, there be 60 minutes for debate,
under the control of Senator HEFLIN,
on the Brown amendment, No. 2688 re-
garding peanuts, and 30 minutes under
the control of Senator Brown, to be fol-
lowed by a vote on or in relation to the
BROWN amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, again,
it is the intention of the leader and the
managers to conclude the agriculture
appropriations bill by early evening to-
morrow.

We hope we have the cooperation of
all Senators to accomplish that.

-

RECESS UNTIL 9 A.M. TOMORROW

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, if
there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate, I now ask unanimous
consent that the Senate stand in recess
under the previous order.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 8 p.m., recessed until Tuesday, Sep-
tember 19, 1995, at 9 a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Senate September 18, 1995:

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

JANE BOBBITT, OF WEST VIRGINIA, TO BE AN ASSIST-
ANT BECRETARY OF COMMERCE. VICE LORETTA L. DUNN,
RESIGNED.

BARRY GOLDWATER SCHOLARSHIP AND
EDUCATION FOUNDATION

DONNA DEARMAN SMITH, OF ALABAMA, TO BE A MEM-
EER OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE BARRY GOLD-
WATER SCHOLARSHIP AND EXCELLENCE IN EDUCATION
FOUNDATION FOR A TERM EXPIRING MARCH 3, 1998, VICE
HOWARD W. CANNON, TERM EXPIRED.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

HAZEL ROLLINS O'LEARY, OF MINNESOTA, TO BE THE
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
TO THE 39TH SESSION OF THE GENERAL CONFERENCE OF
THE INTERNATIONAL ATOMIC ENERGY AGENCY.

SHIRLEY ANN JACKSON, OF NEW JERSEY, TO BE THE
ALTERNATE REPRESENTATIVE OF THE UNITED STATES
OF AMERICA TO THE 39TH SESSION OF THE GENERAL
CONFERENCE OF THE INTERNATIONAL ATOMIC ENERGY
AGENCY.

NELSON F. SIEVERING, JR., OF MARYLAND, TO BE THE
ALTERNATE REPRESENTATIVE OF THE UNITED STATES
OF AMERICA TO THE 39TH SESSION OF THE GENERAL
CONFERENCE OF THE INTERNATIONAL ATOMIC ENERGY
AGENCY.

JOHN B. RITCH III, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, TO
BE THE ALTERNATE REPRESENTATIVE OF THE UNITED
STATES OF AMERICA TO THE 39TH SESSION OF THE GEN-
ERAL CONFERENCE OF THE INTERNATIONAL ATOMIC EN-
ERGY AGENCY.
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CONFIRMATION WITHDRAWAL BARRY GOLDWATER SCHOLARSHIP AND
i EXCELLENCE IN EDUCATION FOUNDATION
Execukite. Ao b: iog c;axgimed bY  Executive message transmitted by 1 WITHDRAW THE NOMINATION OF HOWARD W. CANNON,
the Senate September 18, 1995: the President to the Senate on Septem- OF NEVADA, TO BE A MEMBER OF THE BOARD OF TRUST-
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

EES OF THE BARRY GOLDWATER SCHOLARSHIP AND EX-
i i L Jed 4y ber 18, 1995, withdrawing from further CcELLENCE IN EDUCATION FOUNDATION FOR A 1%& B:s
PAUL M. HOMAN, OF THE DISTRI ; PIRING MARCH 3, 1998 (REAPPOINTMENT), WHICH W.
BE SPECIAL TRUSTEE, OFFICE OF SPECIAL TRUSTEE Senate consideration the followins SENT TO THE SENATE ON JANUARY 5, 1095,

FOR AMERICAN INDIANS., DEPFARTMENT OF THE INTE- nomination:

RIOR.
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